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ABSTRACT
Domain-specificity is a relatively new concept in psychological research. 
The purpose of these studies was to investigate the relationship between self­
esteem and resilience at a domain-specific level. The domains used were the 
academic, athletic, social, moral, and physical appearance domains. Study 1 and 
Study 2 asked college students to complete a standardized domain-specific self­
esteem questionnaire (Self-Perception Profile for College Students) and a 
questionnaire consisting of multiple, stressful scenarios. Study 3 used the same 
type of questionnaires but used 6th grade students. The hypotheses of each study 
were domain-specific self-esteem would be a stronger predictor of specific 
behavior and of distinct behavior than would global self-esteem. Hypotheses were 
partially supported. Study limitations and future direction of domain-specific 
research were discussed.
DOMAIN-SPECIFIC SELF-ESTEEM AND RESILIENCE
2INTRODUCTION 
By investigating the relationships and interactions between variables, 
psychological research attempts to better understand human behavior. Very often, 
a general approach is employed for psychological studies. At times the general 
approach is appropriate and beneficial; however, in many instances a specific 
approach could be advantageous. In the present three studies, a domain-specific 
approach is utilized in a detailed investigation of the relationship between self­
esteem and resilient behavior.
Self-Esteem
People from all areas of the world are familiar with the concept of self­
esteem. Much attention has been dedicated toward boosting self-esteem and other 
facets of the individual. Many important theories of psychology (e.g. attachment 
theory, self-evaluation maintenance model, social exchange theory) touch on the 
issue of self-esteem, and the need to maintain and enhance self-esteem is widely 
recognized as a fundamental human motive (Kirkpatrick & Ellis, 2001). Due to 
the abundance of self-esteem research, a number of definitions have been 
generated to describe self-esteem. William James describes self-esteem as our 
successes compared to our pretensions, whereas Charles Cooley suggests the 
“looking glass” self, an idea that emphasizes the ability of a person to see himself 
through the actions of others (Bracken, 1996). For our purpose, we defined self­
esteem as an evaluation a person makes and customarily maintains with regard to 
him or herself./ We used this definition because most current definitions of self­
esteem agree that a self-evaluation is a central component in determining self­
3esteem. Self-esteem expresses an attitude of approval or disapproval and indicates 
the extent to which a person believes him or herself capable, significant, 
successful, and worthy (Coopersmith, 1967).
It is worthwhile to discuss the uncertainty and ongoing debate concerning 
the area of self-esteem and self-concept. Self-concept and self-esteem are 
frequently considered the same entity, but a contrasting viewpoint claims self- 
concept and self-esteem are independent from one another. Self-concept is the 
idea of the self in general or specific areas, whereas self-esteem is the assessment 
of the self in these general or specific domains. Using a multidimensional 
framework, a person can have general, social, academic, family, physical, and 
moral self-concepts among the infinite number of self-concepts. Self-esteem 
refers to the individual’s affective assessment in each of these domains. Therefore, 
the individual would have a unique level of self-esteem for each of these concepts. 
As William James eloquently stated, “self-concept is an identity, and self-esteem 
is what I believe that identity to be” (James, 1890).
A major area of self-esteem research focuses on the maintenance and 
enhancement of self-esteem, which involves the upholding of a positive view of 
the self. Studies emphasize that a positive self-perception leads to a sense of 
competence and adjustment (Brody, McBride, Kim, & Brown, 2002). Studies 
assert low self-esteem is a precursor to disorders such as anxiety, depression, and 
social maladjustment (Wallis & Nisbet, 2002; Ohannessian, Lemer, Lemer & Eye, 
1999). Researchers have proposed multiple theories that stress the importance of 
the individual to maintain a favorable view of the self. Due to the numerous
4findings between healthy behavior and a positive self-perception and the various 
models of self-esteem, self-esteem will continue to receive attention in future 
studies.
Another area of research has focused on the potential factors that lead to 
the healthy development of self-esteem. From this research, many factors of the 
self have been emphasized as salient in the development and maintenance of high 
self-esteem. External factors such as appropriate social skills, academic 
achievement, social support, stress level, and physical appearance have been 
tested and reliably shown to have an effect on levels of self-esteem (Cokley, 2002; 
Colarossi & Eccles, 2000). Internal factors such as self-worth, locus of control, 
spirituality, and morality have been implicated as moderators of self-esteem 
(Crocker, 2002). Psychologists continue to debate which type of factors, external 
or internal, play a more prominent role in the development and maintenance of 
self-esteem. Although there have been many advances in understanding the 
construct of self-esteem, a universally accepted model of prominent factors that 
shapes an individual’s self-esteem has yet to be established.
In contrast to the idea that self-esteem is beneficial, recent studies have 
provided evidence that a high level of self-esteem is also related to maladaptive 
behavior. For example, these studies have found positive correlations between 
narcissism and self-esteem (Rhodewalt & Morf, 1995; Watson & Biderman, 1993; 
Watson, Hickman, & Morris, 1996). On average, a correlation of .30 has been 
found between self-esteem and narcissism (Foster, Campbell, and Twenge, 2003). 
Foster, Campbell, and Twenge (2003) provided further support for the
5relationship between narcissism and self-esteem. In this study, Blacks scored the 
highest on narcissism and self-esteem scales, whereas Asians scored either the 
lowest or near the lowest on the two scales. These findings replicated the results 
of a meta-analysis of self-esteem and ethnic identity (Twenge & Crocker, 2002). 
The similar ethnic trends of narcissism and self-esteem scores suggest a robust 
association between self-esteem and narcissism.
The relationship between global self-esteem and aggression is another 
area of research that demonstrates the puzzling predictive validity of self-esteem. 
For many years, psychologists have assumed that aggression, like other 
maladaptive psychological problems, is associated with low self-esteem. However, 
there is little empirical evidence that actually supports this assertion. In fact, 
evidence asserts that self-esteem (or certain types of it) is positively correlated 
with aggression. For example, depressed individuals are less aggressive than non­
depressed individuals and higher self-esteem is associated with hate groups and 
their violent tendencies (Kirkpatrick, Waugh, Valencia, & Webster, 2002).
High levels of self-esteem are associated with both positive and negative 
behaviors in the extant literature. We support the assertion that this confound is 
due to the general aspect of self-esteem. In general, when researchers refer to self­
esteem they are alluding to a self-esteem that is global and therefore unclear. The 
very definition of global self-esteem is a general evaluation of the self. There are 
no criteria for answering the question, “How do you feel about yourself?” The 
answer is automatic and does not represent an active assessment of all facets of 
the individual. The answer does not relay any valuable information about the
6individual. If a college student has an “average” self-esteem (obtained from a self­
esteem questionnaire) this average assessment relays little information about how 
the individual perceives himself athletically, academically, socially, etc. Two very 
different people could be perceived as similar if the evaluation is based on a 
global self-esteem assessment. For that reason, we suggest that analysis at a 
domain-specific level will be a more fruitful avenue for future self-esteem 
research, specifically in attempting to predict specific behavior.
Domain-specific and multidimensional models have received modest 
research interest. Self-esteem researchers have advocated and utilized a domain- 
specific model of self-esteem (Harter, Waters, & Whitesell, 1988; Kirkpatrick & 
Ellis, 2001, Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976). Domain-specific self-esteem 
does not involve an evaluation of an individual as a whole; instead, domain- 
specific self-esteem is a specific assessment of an individual’s self-esteem
concerning a single facet of the individual (e.g. social, scholastic, athletic, moral,
\
etc). Domain-specific self-esteem bolsters the claim that each situation is unique 
due to the specific contextual and ecological factors surrounding the problem or 
situation, and because of this uniqueness a general solution would not be very 
effective in ameliorating or solving the problem. For example, many potential 
stressors can negatively affect self-esteem such as failure and rejection. If a 
person failed a class in college and was rejected from a peer group, there is not an 
all-purpose solution that can fix both problems. Each situation needs to be 
analyzed separately, and action should be taken accordingly based on the analysis 
of the situation. The individual may implement a general strategy to cope with the
7problem (e.g. talking to a friend, minimizing importance of failure, participating 
in a fun activity, etc.), but in order to remedy the problem, the situation must be 
examined at a specific level. Analysis at a domain-specific level confronts the 
problem directly, whereas examining global self-esteem is insufficient when 
striving to fix a problem.
Domain-specificity gave rise to research investigating which self-esteem, 
global or specific, was a better predictor of actual behavior. Studies indicate 
global self-esteem is more directly related to most measures of psychological well 
being (e.g. depression, anxiety, happiness, etc.) than domain-specific self-esteem 
(Rosenberg et al., 1995; Wylie, 1979). Also, there is strong support that domain- 
specific self-esteem compared to global self-esteem is a better predictor of 
behavior (Shrauger, 1972). Bachman (1970) conducted a study of high school 
students and found a correlation between global self-esteem and school 
performance of .23, whereas the correlation between school performance and 
academic self-esteem was .48. In a similar study, Wylie (1979) concluded that 
specific self-esteem domains were better predictors of behavior than global self­
esteem. Wylie found a correlation of approximately .30 between global self­
esteem and grade point average, whereas the correlation between the academic 
self-esteem and grade point average was in the range of .45 to .70. This is not to 
say that global self-esteem is unrelated to specific behavior and performance. 
Rather, domain-specific self-esteem has a stronger relationship with actual 
behavior. The weaker relationship of global self-esteem to predicting behavior is 
most likely due to global self-esteem’s emphasis on measuring overall self-worth,
8self-acceptance, and self-competence. Domain-specific self-esteem has a weaker 
relationship with overall psychological well being because of its emphasis on a 
particular dimension (e.g. academic, social, and athletic) of the self. From 
previous research, domain-specific self-esteem is a better predictor of external 
behavior, and global-self-esteem is a better predictor of internal aspects of the self.
Research concentrating on domain specific self-esteem has focused on the 
predictive power of specific self-esteem and global self-esteem in relation to 
behavior (Harter, 1985; Rosenberg, 1989). Studies suggest the relationship 
between domain-specific self-esteem and behavior is stronger than between 
global self-esteem and behavior (Rosenberg et al., 1995) in the academic arena.
At this time, research has exclusively focused on the academic domain. Studies 
have ignored other life domains such as the social, athletic, and moral domains. If 
the findings in the academic domain could be replicated in other domains, the 
implications would be significant. Is it likely that an individual high in a domain- 
specific self-esteem (e.g. social) will refrain from maladjusted behavior pertaining 
to that particular domain (e.g. violence)?
Resilience
Many studies investigating positive and negative behaviors have found 
that individuals with higher levels of global self-esteem tend to behave and adapt 
to situations in a more positive manner than individuals with lower levels of 
general self-esteem (Masten, 1994). Other studies have evidenced the deleterious 
effects of high self-esteem. Despite these negative findings, it is still assumed that 
a high level of self-esteem is one of the numerous factors that contribute to
9positive adaptation in a given situation. Positive adaptation, also known as 
resilience, is of primary interest to the psychological field today. Resilience 
research has evolved from its early exploratory stages of resilience as a possible 
trait to the underlying processes of resilience.
How can some individuals rise above adverse situations and succeed in 
high-risk environments while others become maladjusted and succumb to the high 
risk factors of the same environment? This question has been asked by numerous 
researchers, and has consequently sparked an area of research focused on 
resilience. Resilience is the ability to not only spring back and adapt from 
adversity, but to also thrive in conditions that are not normally conducive to 
success. Resilience has become a major area of interest due to the importance 
placed on being able to adapt to stressful events and environments. Research has 
focused on childhood resilience, but there have also been important advances in 
the area of resilience in adults. Early resilience research utilized retrospective self- 
reports from individuals who grew up in an undesirable environment, but became 
adjusted high functioning adults (Werner, 1982). Studies now tend to focus on 
determining what processes are evident in the resilient individual (Luthar & 
Schuman, 2000).
Early research focused on the maladaptive behaviors of individuals, while 
individuals who showed relatively adaptive patterns garnered little to no attention 
(Anthony, 1974; Block, 1969). Emmy Werner’s remarkable longitudinal study on 
the children of Kauai reinforced the need for research in the area of resilience 
(Werner, Bierman, & French, 1971; Werner & Smith, 1982). Werner’s study
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focused on “high-risk” individuals who were labeled as high-risk due to being 
bom into poverty and were enclosed by an environment characterized by discord, 
divorce, alcoholism, and mental illness. With all of these potential impediments, a 
minority of the individuals grew into well-adjusted accomplished adults. Also, 
many of these high-risk individuals surpassed the accomplishments of the 
individuals in low-risk environments. Protective factors such as positive 
temperament, strong social support, competent social skills, and caregiving styles 
that fostered competence and self-esteem were linked to high risk individuals who 
adapted successfully to the environment. Werner’s study lead to a surge in 
research on resilience that included adverse situations such as socioeconomic 
hardship (Garmezy, 1991, 1995; Rutter, 1979; Werner & Smith, 1982), parental 
mental and physical chronic illness (Masten & Coatsworth, 1995, 1998; Wells & 
Schwebel, 1987), community violence and urban poverty (Luthar, 1999; Richters 
& Martinez, 1993), and tragic life events (O’Dougherty-Wright et al., 1997). This 
research resulted in the discovery of protective factors that facilitate the process of 
positive adaptation by the individual.
Similarly to self-esteem, researchers have based resilience studies on 
which factors promote resilient behavior. Temperament and personality have been 
investigated by many researchers in an attempt to link resilience to genetic factors 
(Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, & Finch, 1997; Rutter, 1983). Environmental and 
interpersonal factors have been investigated to determine if these factors play a 
significant role in the development of a resilient individual (Cicchetti & Garmezy, 
1993). Researchers acknowledged external factors such as strong social and
11
emotional support from trustworthy individuals help facilitate resilience. Many 
internal factors such as an easy temperament, productive coping strategies, 
optimism, positive self-efficacy, and constructive problem-solving strategies are 
salient indicators of resilience (Luthar, 1999). Many studies provided evidence 
that temperament is a factor in the presence or absence of resilient behavior 
(Smtih & Prior, 1994). Positive temperament was found to be a salient factor in 
resilient individuals (Tschann, Kaiser, Chesney, Alkon, & Boyce, 1995). Positive 
temperament included low reactivity, easy approachability, easy-going demeanor, 
and ability to appropriately socialize with others. Although previous studies have 
not provided concrete evidence concerning which factors are most important and 
salient to the resilient individual, researchers concur if an individual has a sense of 
control over his or her life, self-confidence to be successful, and optimism 
regarding situations, the foundation of a resilient individual is evident (Luthar, 
1999; Masten, 1994).
Studies of resilience have lead to the development of several perspectives 
concerning resilient individuals. Garmezy (1985) and Werner and Smith (1982, 
1992) posited that protective processes affecting at-risk children operate at three 
broad levels including the community, family, and the individual. These levels 
include the community (e.g. neighborhood and non-family social support), the 
family (e.g. parental care and maltreatment), and the individual (e.g. traits such as 
intelligence, social skills, and temperament). An ecological-transactional 
perspective strictly emphasizes the interactions between the developing individual 
and the multiple contexts that are in proximity to the individual. Another
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perspective, the structural-organizational perspective (Cicchetti & Schneider- 
Rosen, 1986; Sroufe, 1979), stresses the belief that there is general continuity and 
coherence in the unfolding of competency over time. This theory is cognizant of 
historical factors and current influences, but autonomic choice and self­
organization are believed to be the motivation and influence on development 
(Cicchetti & Tucker, 1994).
Even with the construction and validation of numerous resilience models, 
there is not a universally accepted model of resilience that can be referred in the 
face of adverse or stressful situations. As stated earlier, there are many factors that 
are ostensibly present in persons that promote high levels of resilience. It is 
universally assumed that environmental, hereditary, social, and interpersonal 
factors all play an important role in the development of a resilient individual. 
During the last few decades, experimental work has shifted from identifying the 
protective factors that lead to resilience to understanding the fundamental 
protective processes (Luthar et al., 2000). Instead of studying what individual, 
family, and environmental factors are prevalent in the resilient child, researchers 
are focusing on understanding how these factors interact with one another in 
attaining desirable outcomes (Cowen et al., 1997; Luthar, 1999).
The purpose of the three present studies was to utilize the concept of 
domain-specific self-esteem and determine if it is feasible to have corresponding 
domain-specific resilience. The present studies investigated whether or not a 
relationship existed between domain-specific self-esteem and domain-specific 
resilience. That is, does having a high score of self-esteem in one domain result in
13
displaying resilient behavior in a situation that corresponds to that particular 
domain? For example, if an individual scores high in athletic self-esteem but low 
in other domains of self-esteem, will that individual show resilient behavior in an 
athletic situation?
There are four domains that are applicable to most age groups when 
measuring self-esteem: athletic, academic, physical appearance, and peer 
likeability (social) domains (Harter, 1985). For the present studies, the moral 
domain was added. For all three studies, we hypothesized individuals who score 
high on self-esteem in certain domains will display resilient behavior in a 
corresponding situation. An example would be if an individual scored high on 
academic self-esteem, the individual would be more likely to recover from an 
academic failure than an individual who scored low on academic self-esteem. 
Moreover, we hypothesized those who score low on self-esteem in certain 
domains will not show resilient behavior in a corresponding situation. For 
example, if a participant scored low on moral self-esteem, it would be expected 
for the participant to succumb to immoral acts (e.g. lying, cheating, and stealing). 
Similar relationships between self-esteem and resilience were expected 
concerning the remaining domains. Lastly, we hypothesized that domain-specific 
self-esteem would be a stronger predictor of behavior in all domains.
Study 1
Study 1 was designed to examine the predictive relationship between 
domain-specific self-esteem and situational behavior. Extant literature focused 
solely on the academic domain (Wylie, 1979). We included the academic domain
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as well as four other domains in this investigation. Because there are no studies 
available in the research literature, Study 1 was designed as an exploratory study.
Method
Participants
Participants in this investigation were 80 undergraduate students (35 men 
and 45 women) at the College of William and Mary. Sixty-five (81%) students 
were Caucasian, five (6%) were Hispanic, four (5%) were African American, 
three (4%) were Asian, and three (4%) marked the category “Other”. Students 
participated in this study to partially fulfill a research requirement in their 
undergraduate introduction to psychology course. These students were selected 
from a pre-screening procedure that all introductory psychology students are 
required to participate in at this university.
Measures
Domain-specific self-esteem. To gather information concerning self­
esteem scores in multiple domains, the Self-Perception Profile for College 
Students (Neemann & Harter, 1986) was administered to the introductory 
psychology students during pre-screening. This profile included 13 specific 
domains, including global self-worth. The domains of athletic competence, 
scholastic competence, physical appearance, social acceptance and morality were 
selected for this study. This unique questionnaire’s format is designed to negate 
the tendency to respond with a socially desirable answer. Each question includes 
two fictitious students, and the participant is to decide which of the two students 
is the participant most like. Once the participant has decided on a type of student,
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the participant then determines whether the description is “sort of true” or “really 
true” for him or her.
For each domain there are four questions, with the exception of global 
self-esteem, that comprises six questions. Within each domain, half of the items 
begin with a statement reflecting high competence, while the other half of the 
questions begin with a statement reflecting low competence. This reversal is for 
counterbalancing purposes. The score for each question ranges from 1.00 (low 
competence) to 4.00 (high competence) Scores for each domain were computed 
by averaging the four scores (range = 1.00 to 4.00). This scale had sufficient 
reliability (alpha = .82)
Resilience. In order to measure resilience, a Stressful Situation 
Questionnaire (SSQ) was developed to correspond to the domains of interest by 
the researchers (See Appendix A). This questionnaire was constructed due to the 
paucity of available questionnaires focusing on domain-specific resilience. The 
SSQ consists of twenty scenarios, with four scenarios for each of the five domains. 
That is, there were four scenarios each that were concerned with academic, 
athletic, social, physical appearance, and moral situations. For each scenario, the 
participants were asked how they reacted in the presented situation, and if they 
had not encountered the situation, the participants were asked to respond how 
they would react in the situation. This SSQ format utilized open-ended responses, 
which were then dichotomized as either resilient or non-resilient responses. 
Resilient responses received a “1” and non-resilient scores received a “0.” The 
total resilience score for each domain was computed by adding the individual
16
scores from each domain-specific situation. For example, if an individual showed 
resilient behavior in all four scenarios, the score would be four. If the individual 
promoted resilient behavior in two situations and non-resilient behavior in two 
situations, the score would be a two. Scores ranged from zero to four for each 
domain. Resilient behavior was characterized by a response that included: 
maintenance of self-esteem, internal locus of control, optimism, determination to 
perform better in the future, ability to actively evaluate mistakes for future 
encounters, and/or the use of active, positive coping strategies. Characteristics of 
non-resilient behavior included a number of the following: decrease in self-esteem, 
external locus of control, pessimism, giving up on the situation, not evaluating 
mistakes for future instances, and/or passive and maladaptive coping strategies. It 
was not required for all of the characteristics to be present in the participants’ 
answers in order to be categorized as resilient or non-resilient behavior. The 
responses were evaluated and categorized as resilient or non-resilient behavior. 
Since a subjective coding of the participants’ responses was used, an assistant was 
trained to code the participants’ responses. The second coder was needed to 
eliminate any biases that may have been present. The inter-rater reliability was 
sufficient (kappa = .84).
Procedure
Participants were recruited based on their scores from a pre-screening 
session conducted approximately two months prior to the study. The mass-testing 
system is designed to determine which students fit the criteria of specific research 
that is being conducted at the university. To determine eligibility, the students
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completed a series of questionnaires, and their responses to the questionnaires are 
evaluated to determine whether or not the student would be beneficial to a study. 
The aim of this particular study was to include students who had higher or lower 
than average self-esteem scores on specific life domains. Higher or lower than 
average domain-specific self-esteem was defined as scoring at least one standard 
deviation above or below the sample mean of that particular domain (see Table 1 
for means and standard deviations). During the pre-screening, the Self-Perception 
Profile for College Students (Neeman & Harter, 1986) was used to evaluate 
individuals on numerous domains of self-esteem. Students’ responses from this 
questionnaire were analyzed and those students who met the criteria of this study 
(mentioned above) were invited to participate in this study.
Students participated in a single group session to complete their 
participation in this study. Four separate group sessions (each with 20 students) 
were carried out during a one-week period to gather the data for the study. During 
each session, students completed the Stressful Situations Questionnaire focusing 
on the individual’s behavior in specific situations that corresponded to the self­
esteem domains assessed during mass-testing. Each session lasted about thirty 
minutes, and at the end of each session the participants were fully debriefed.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Mean and standard deviations of self-esteem scores were computed (See 
Table 1). Pearson correlation coefficients were computed to determine the 
relationship between self-esteem scores and corresponding resilience scores for
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each domain (See Table 2). For the majority of the relationships that were of 
primary concern, the correlations were significant. The athletic and moral 
relationships were not significant, although the athletic relationship approached 
significance, r(79) = .22, p  = .054. Also included in Table 2 are the correlations 
between self-esteem scores with resilience scores of non-corresponding domains. 
Among these correlations, there were multiple relationships that were 
significantly correlated with one another for all of the domains, except for the 
moral domain.
The primary focus of the study was to investigate the relationship between 
corresponding self-esteem and resilience scores in specific domains. The 
correlations that were significant included the relationships between: academic 
self-esteem and academic resilience, r(79) = .22, p  < .05; social self-esteem and 
social resilience, r(79) = .36, p < .001, and physical appearance self-esteem and 
physical appearance resilience, r(79) = .23, p < .05. Further analysis yielded 
significant correlations between self-esteem and resilience scores of different 
domains. These correlations included: academic self-esteem and social resilience, 
r(79) = .30, p  < .01, and physical appearance resilience, r(79) = .27, p  <.05, 
athletic self-esteem and social resilience, r(79) = .28, p  < .05 and physical 
appearance resilience, r(79) = .31, p  < .01; social self-esteem and athletic 
resilience, r(79) = .38, p < .001, and physical appearance resilience, r(79) = .45, 
p < .001; and physical appearance self-esteem and social resilience, r(79) = .32, 
p < .01. Moral self-esteem was unrelated to any of the resilience domains.
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Secondary Analyses
The correlation between athletic self-esteem and athletic resilience 
approached significance. To further investigate this relationship, participants were 
divided into three groups. The first group consisted of participants who actually 
experienced the athletic scenarios, the second group included participants who did 
not experience the athletic situations, and the last group was participants who may 
or may not have directly experienced the athletic situations. It was unclear if these 
participants were responding about how they actually reacted or how they would 
hypothetically react in the situation provided. For the actual group a significant 
relationship was found between athletic self-esteem and athletic resilience, r{23)
= .41, p  < .05. For the hypothetical group the relationship was not significant, r(46) 
= .28, p > .05 as was the relationship for the ambiguous group, r(8) = .33, p > .05. 
Gender Differences
Pearson correlations were computed to determine the association between 
self-esteem and resilience scores for each gender. For males, three of the five 
primary correlations were significant (see Table 3). These correlations included 
the following domains: academic, r(34) = .51, p < .01; athletic, r(34) = .40, p  
< .05; and physical appearance, r(34) = .40, p < .05. The moral relationship was 
absent, r(34) = -.02, p > .05. and the social relationship approached significance, 
r(34) = .33, p = .051. Multiple significant correlations existed across all of the 
domains, excluding the moral domain. Academic self-esteem was correlated 
significantly with academic resilience, r(34) = .51, p  < .01, athletic resilience, 
r(35) = .46, p < .01, social resilience, r(34) = .35, p  < .05, and physical
20
appearance resilience r(34) = .51,/? = .001. This general association is consistent 
throughout all of the self-esteem domains, with the exception of the morality 
domain.
The female data lead to different conclusions compared to the complete 
data set or the male data set (see Table 4). Of the primary correlations, only social 
domain was significant, r(44) = .35,/? < .05. No other primary correlations 
approached significance. In the secondary analysis, one significant correlation 
was found. Social self-esteem was correlated with physical appearance resilience 
r(44) =.42,/? <.01.
Regression Analyses
Due to the intercorrelations among the global and domain-specific 
measures (See Table 3) multiple regression analyses were conducted. A series of 
multiple regression analyses were used to evaluate the predictive power of the 
self-esteem measures for each domain. For these analyses, all self-esteem 
measures were included in determining which scale(s) was predictive of each type 
of behavior (See Table 5). For the academic domain, regression coefficients (p) 
ranged from -.17 to .19. However, none of the self-esteem constructs emerged as 
a statistically significant unique predictor of academic resilience. For the athletic 
domain, coefficients (p) ranged from -.16 to .33 with the social construct (p = .33, 
p  < .05) emerging as a unique predictor of athletic resilience. For the social and 
moral domains no self-esteem scale emerged as a significant predictor with 
coefficients (p) ranging from -.15 to .15 and -.17 to .18, respectively. For the 
physical appearance domain, coefficients (p) ranged from -.15 to .37 with social
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self-esteem (p = .37,/? < .05) emerging as a unique predictor of resilience for the 
physical appearance domain.
In order to test our hypothesis that domain-specific self-esteem measures 
would be a stronger predictor than global self-esteem in the corresponding 
behavioral domains, we performed a series of multiple regressions. Each 
regression analysis included the domain-specific and global self-esteem measure. 
Global self-esteem emerged as a unique predictor of resilience in the physical 
appearance domain (p = .38,/? < .05) and approached significance in the athletic 
domain (p = .24,/? = .07), social domain (p = .23,/? = .06), and moral domain (p 
= .22,/? = .07). None of the domain-specific measures approached significance for 
any domain (See Table 6 for regression coefficients).
Discussion
The goal of Study 1 was to investigate the association between self-esteem 
and resilient behavior. The initial hypothesis of this study, that domain-specific 
self-esteem scores would be predictive of resilient behavior in corresponding 
domains, was partially supported. The second hypothesis, that domain-specific 
self-esteem would be a stronger predictor of behavior than global self-esteem, was 
not supported.
Significant relationships were found for the academic, social, and physical 
appearance domains. These relationships supported our initial hypothesis. 
However significant relationships were not attained in the analysis of the athletic 
and moral domains. These five domains were selected on the assumption that the 
majority of the individuals encountered similar situations on a routine basis. But
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after reviewing the participants’ responses, many of the participants had not 
encountered the athletic situations. Therefore, based on the syntax and content of 
their responses, the participants were divided into three groups: actual, 
hypothetical, and ambiguous. Using the actual group resulted in a significant 
relationship between athletic self-esteem and athletic resilience whereas the 
relationship using the hypothetical and ambiguous groups resulted in relationships 
that were not significant.
Concerning the domain of morality, no significant correlations were found. 
Moral self-esteem was in fact a bad predictor of moral resilience. Moral self­
esteem may in fact predict moral behavior poorly but other notable explanations 
exist. First, social desirability may have impacted the results purported by the 
participants. The responses given may represent the socially correct response, but 
when directly experiencing the situation, participants may respond in a different 
manner. Also, the resilience questionnaire did not specify a fixed time period. 
Many questionnaires ask participants about situations or feelings from a certain 
time period (e.g., the last year, six months, month, or even week). Participants’ 
views and values may have changed since encountering the situations from the 
resilience questionnaire. Also, all individuals may not consider the same acts as 
moral or immoral. One question asked about telling a lie to stay out of trouble. 
Even the students with the highest values may not perceive this act as highly 
immoral, and consequently have no problem with telling a “white” lie in order to 
pacify a volatile situation. Lastly, the description of the situations may have been 
ambiguous to the participant. Some of the students interpreted the situation as
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already happening, and thus described how they would feel if they committed the 
immoral act. An actual response from a participant stated, “If I had to cheat, I 
would feel terrible and probably not be able to sleep for days.” This participant 
may have actually cheated and experienced this turmoil, but it is possible that the 
student interpreted the question as asking how would you feel after cheating, 
instead of how would you react in a situation where cheating was an option. The 
occurrence of just a few of these instances would lead to results that were not 
representative of the sample or the individual.
A secondary analysis was used to test for gender differences. Among 
males, three of the five primary domain-specific self-esteem and resilience 
relationships were significant: academic, athletic, and physical appearance. Once 
again, the moral relationship was absent, but the social relationship approached 
significance. However, every domain of self-esteem was significantly related to at 
least two domains of resilience. Four of the six self-esteem domains were related 
to four domains of resilience. Nearly all of the domains, self-esteem or resilience, 
are related to many of the other domains, regardless if referring to self-esteem or 
resilience domains. A possible explanation is males utilized the same type of 
resilient (or non-resilient) behavior in all situations, regardless of the domain. 
Thus, males may have the tendency to not adapt to the situation, but to generalize 
the use of specific coping behaviors for all situations.
In analyzing the female participants, the results differed compared to the 
males. For the females, only one primary relationship was found: social self­
esteem with social resilience. The only other significant correlation was social
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self-esteem and physical appearance resilience. As previously stated, the primary 
relationship was expected and the significant correlation between the social and 
physical appearance aspect is valid due to the social aspect and importance in how 
individuals judge their appearance as well as the appearance of others. However, 
the lack of other significant correlations is puzzling. Some of the correlation 
coefficients representing the relationship between domain-specific resilience and 
self-esteem were negative, which was unexpected. Considering the athletic 
domain, analyzing the females who actually experienced the situations presented 
to them, the correlation coefficient increases (but still not significant) from .09 
to .34. Before deducing any conclusions or rationalizing any of the relationships 
found based on correlation analyses, we felt a series of regression analyses were 
necessary to accurately test our hypotheses.
In order to control for the intercorrelated aspects of the specific self­
esteem measures, we used a series of multiple regression analyses. We also used 
this stronger type of analysis to determine if a scale had a unique ability to predict 
behavior in each domain. That is, we wanted to determine what self-esteem scales, 
if any, had predictive power above and beyond the predictive power it shared with 
the other self-esteem measures. From these analyses, only the social self-esteem 
construct emerged as a unique predictor of resilient behavior in the athletic and 
physical appearance domains. No other self-esteem measure emerged as a 
significant predictor of resilient behavior. These results did not support our 
hypothesis that specific self-esteem would be the strongest predictor of behavior 
in the corresponding domain. However, this finding does seem appropriate due to
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the numerous studies that have found social support as a seminal component of 
the resilient individual in all domains. Social self-esteem taps into the person’s 
view regarding whether the person is likeable, socially accepted, and socially 
adept. If an individual believes that he is a part of a strong social network, the 
likelihood of that person utilizing resilient behavior is higher than the individual 
who does not have adequate social support.
Our hypothesis that domain-specific self-esteem would be a stronger 
predictor of behavior than global self-esteem was not supported. Global self­
esteem was a significant predictor of resilient behavior in the academic domain 
and approached significance in the athletic, social, and moral domains. However, 
from the participants’ responses, it is unclear whether they were reporting actual 
behavior or hypothetical behavior. We were unable to determine whether the 
participants had actually experienced the situation or if they were responding with 
how they would have reacted in the situation. Theoretically, this is a crucial 
distinction. Global self-esteem is a stronger predictor of thoughts and attitudes, 
whereas domain-specific self-esteem is a stronger predictor of actual behavior. 
Accordingly, if responses are based on hypothetical assumptions, domain-specific 
self-esteem should not be a better predictor than global self-esteem. Global self­
esteem would be a stronger predictor because the responses are based on 
hypothetical responses. Hypothetical responses are not produced from specific 
situations in the individual’s past; these responses are a product of a general 
strategy utilized by the individual. These hypothetical responses also explain the
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overlap among the dimensions assessed in this study, and the significant 
relationships between self-esteem scores and behavior in numerous domains.
There are other possibilities that may account for the lack of significant 
relationships not only among the females, but also among the entire sample. A 
potential explanation could be the validity and quality of the resilience 
questionnaire. Due to the small sample size, a reliability analysis or a factor 
analysis would not have been pragmatic. Also, some participants were unclear 
about the scenario details and the questionnaire instructions. No time period was 
provided (e.g., in the last six months) for the participant to refer. The participant 
may have recalled an event that happened years ago, a time that is not 
representative of how the participant would presently respond. If the instructions 
were more specific and detailed, some of the variability of the participants’ 
responses may have been minimized.
On occasion, participants responded to some questions with “not 
important to me” or “I don’t really care about these things.” Importance of the 
domain to the individual could itself be predictive of resilience in that domain. 
Research supports the view that performing worse than others in areas or domains 
of life that are not important to an individual does not result in damage or 
reduction of self-worth (Pilkington & Smith, 2000; Tesser, 1988). In this case the 
individual is not troubled, and thus is not motivated to approve in that specific 
domain. This lack of motivation to adapt to the situation or feeling to improve 
skills to become better in a certain task is characteristic of non-resilient 
individuals. An integral component of resilience is the ability to adapt to stressful
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and adverse situations (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000). In this study, 
individuals were categorized as non-resilient if apathy was used as a coping 
mechanism.
Finally, although there are many potential pitfalls from this study, the 
potential benefits from overcoming these obstacles greatly outweigh the negative 
aspects of this preliminary study. This study lays the groundwork for future 
research concerning the domain-specificity of resilient behavior. Domain-specific 
research is essential because of the complexity of the individual. Every person is 
different, and however similar they seem, every situation is unlike the previous. 
Future research targeting domain-specific resilience should consider the hazards 
that arose in this study. Methodology and measurements used to assess resilience 
in individuals must be precise and meticulously designed. It is essential for future 
research to consider the participants’ actual experiences, not just hypothetical 
scenarios. Individuals behave and act according to the context and cues of a 
situation. There is not a distinct code when dealing with stressful situations; 
instead, a situation is analyzed and actions follow accordingly. Study 2 was 
designed to eliminate these complications by refining the SSQ.
Study 2
Study 2 was a replication of Study 1 with minor modifications. First, 
participants were asked to limit their responses on to situations that had happened 
in the last five years. The initial SSQ did not indicate an interval. Second, for each 
question the participants were asked to specify whether they actually experienced 
the situation or if they were responding hypothetically. Studies suggest domain-
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specific self-esteem is a stronger predictor than global self-esteem of actual 
behavior, and global self-esteem is a stronger predictor of attitudes and feelings 
than domain-specific self-esteem. Therefore, by dichotomizing participants’ 
responses as actual or hypothetical it would be possible to determine the 
predictive validity of domain-specific self-esteem in relation to actual behavior. 
These adjustments were needed in order to investigate the hypotheses. To reiterate 
the hypotheses, domain-specific self-esteem would emerge as the strongest 
predictor of behavior in the corresponding domains. Also, domain-specific self­
esteem was expected to be a stronger predictor of actual behavior than global self­
esteem for each domain.
Method
Participants
Participants in this investigation were 81 undergraduate students (26 men 
and 55 women) at the College of William and Mary. Seventy-seven (88%) 
students were Caucasian, six (7%) were Asian, one (1%) was African American, 
one (1%) was Hispanic, and two (3%) marked the category “Other”. Students 
participated in this study to partially fulfill a research requirement in their 
undergraduate introduction to psychology course. These students were selected 
from a mass-testing procedure that all introductory psychology students are 
required to participate in at this institution. Any participants who participated in 
Study 1 were prohibited from participating in Study 2.
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Procedure
The design of Study 2 was the same as the Study 1 design, with the 
exception of the modifications to the SSQ. The modified SSQ was referred to as 
the Stressful Situations Questionnaire-Revised (SSQ-R) (See Appendix B).
Results
A correlation analysis was used to determine the relationship between self­
esteem scores and resilience scores using all of the participants’ responses (See 
Table 7). Numerous, significant relationships existed for global self-esteem and 
domain-specific self-esteem. Using only actual behavior, there were significant 
correlations between specific self-esteem measures and resilient behavior in other 
domains (see Table 8). Using only hypothetical behavior, many of the 
relationships weakened and some of the relationships were inverse (See Table 8).
As in Study 1, regression analyses were used to test which self-esteem 
measure was a strong predictor of behavior and which self-esteem, domain- 
specific or global, was a better predictor of behavior in each domain. Regression 
analysis also controls for covariance between the self-esteem scores (See Table 9). 
In order to test which self-esteem measure showed predictive power of behavior, 
a single multiple regression containing all self-esteem measures was constructed 
for each behavioral domain. For all domains, only one self-esteem scale predicted 
behavior: physical appearance self-esteem in the physical appearance domain (|3 
= .31,/? = .051) (See Table 10 for all p coefficients). The same analysis was used 
to examine only actual behavior. For the academic domain, none of the scales 
significantly predicted academic resilience. For the athletic domain, the athletic
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self-esteem scale emerged as a marginally unique predictor (p = .29,/? = .07). For 
the social domain, social self-esteem emerged as a unique predictor (p = .52,/?
< .01) and academic self-esteem approached significance (p = .29,/? = .051). For 
the physical appearance domain and the moral domain, none of the self-esteem 
scales emerged as a predictor of behavior (See Table 11 for regression 
coefficients for actual behavior).
For the hypothetical situations, predictors did exist for a majority of the 
domains. Concerning the athletic and academic domains, no self-esteem scales 
significantly predicted academic or athletic behavior. For the social domain, 
physical appearance self-esteem was a unique predictor of social resilience (p 
= .33,/? < .05). For the physical appearance domain, physical appearance self­
esteem emerged as a unique predictor (p = .47,/? < .01). Lastly, for the moral 
domain, social self-esteem emerged as an inverse predictor (P = -.43,/? < .05) of 
moral resilience and moral self-esteem emerged as a marginal inverse predictor (p 
= -.27,/? = .09), whereas athletic self-esteem was a marginal predictor (p = .30,/?
= .07) (See Table 11 for regression coefficients of hypothetical behavior).
To test the hypothesis that domain-specific self-esteem would emerge as a 
stronger predictor of behavior than would global self-esteem, we constructed a 
multiple regression equation for each domain. The regression equation included 
the corresponding domain self-esteem score and the global self-esteem score. 
Global self-esteem emerged as a unique predictor of behavior in the academic 
domain (p = .30,/? < .05). In the physical appearance domain, physical
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appearance emerged as a unique predictor (P = .32 p  < .05) (See Table 12 for all 
regression coefficients).
The same analysis was then repeated using actual behavior. For the 
academic domain, global self-esteem emerged as a marginally unique predictor of 
academic resilience (P = .26, p = .06). For the athletic domain, athletic self-esteem 
emerged as a predictor of athletic resilience (p = .32, p  < .05). For the social 
domain, social self-esteem emerged as a predictor of social resilience (P = .45, p  
< .01). For the physical appearance, neither self-esteem measures emerged as a 
unique predictor although physical appearance self-esteem had a higher p value. 
For the moral domain, global self-esteem approached significance (P = .23,p  
= .08) (See Table 13 for all coefficients).
As for the hypothetical situations, there were no significant predictors for 
the academic, athletic, social, and moral domains although it is worth noticing 
that athletic self-esteem was inversely related to athletic resilience in hypothetical 
situations (p = -.22, p  = .11). For the academic and moral domains, the domain- 
specific self-esteem scores were inversely related to corresponding behavior. For 
the physical appearance domain, physical appearance self-esteem was a 
significant predictor of behavior (P = .46, p  < .01) (See Table 13 for all 
coefficients).
Discussion
The strongest relationships were expected between the domain-specific 
self-esteem scores and corresponding, actual behavior. This hypothesis was 
partially supported. For the academic domain, no self-esteem scales were
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predictive of academic behavior. Only athletic self-esteem emerged as a 
marginally significant predictor of athletic resilience, which was expected. No 
other self-esteem scale remotely predicted behavior in the athletic domain. For the 
social domain, social self-esteem was the strongest predictor of behavior and 
academic self-esteem approached significance. A student’s social group 
comprises other students from the same class or the same area of study. Also, 
many of the students’ social situations may be experienced in an academic setting 
(e.g., group projects, study groups, school clubs). No self-esteem measure 
significantly predicted behavior in the physical appearance and moral domains. 
The physical appearance domain is usually well defined, but none of the scales 
significantly predicted resilient behavior in the physical appearance domain. The 
moral domain has become a difficult domain to assess. There are many possible 
confounds that arise when investigating morality including truthfulness in 
responses, subjective and abstract views on morality, and the time interval allotted 
for responses.
For the hypothetical domain, it is difficult to predict what type of 
association one construct will have with another. The findings from this study 
support the previous statement that hypothetical research is challenging.
Academic self-esteem carried a negative weight in its relation to academic 
resilience. The same situation existed in the athletic and moral domains such that 
athletic self-esteem was a marginal inverse predictor of athletic resilience and 
moral self-esteem inversely predicted moral resilience at a marginal level. These
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inverse relationships stress the importance of focusing on actual behavior instead 
of attitudes reported by individuals.
However, domain-specific self-esteem did demonstrate noteworthy 
predictive strength in the social and physical appearance domains. In the social 
domain, physical appearance predicted social resilience suggesting that feeling 
good about your physical appearance promotes resilient behavior in social 
situations. Also, physical appearance predicted resilient hypothetical behavior in 
the physical appearance domain, but did not predict actual behavior in the 
physical appearance domain.
We also expected domain-specific self-esteem to be a stronger predictor of 
situational behavior than global self-esteem for all domains. This hypothesis was 
partially supported. For the academic domain, global self-esteem emerged as a 
marginally unique predictor of academic resilience. Considering all of these 
participants are college students in a competitive setting, most of their time is 
dedicated to academics. Global self-esteem may be supplanted with academic 
self-esteem since it is the most salient dimension of the self at this time. In the 
athletic domain, athletic self-esteem emerged as the only predictor of behavior. 
Regarding the social domain, social self-esteem was the strongest predictor of 
behavior and global self-esteem carried a negative weight, which strongly 
supports our hypothesis. For the physical appearance domain, neither self-esteem 
measure significantly predicted behavior although physical appearance self­
esteem carried a larger p value. Lastly, the moral domain was predicted
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marginally by global self-esteem. As in Study 1, the moral domain remains a 
difficult dimension to assess for numerous reasons, which have been discussed.
Domain-specific scales and global self-esteem were entered into a 
regression equation predicting resilient behavior in hypothetical situations. Global 
self-esteem was a non-existent predictor and only in the physical appearance 
domain did physical appearance self-esteem predict hypothetical behavior. In fact, 
the domain-specific self-esteem scale was an inverse predictor (although not 
significant) of hypothetical behavior in the academic, athletic, and moral domains. 
For the social domain, social self-esteem was essentially unrelated to social 
behavior. Once again these findings provide evidence to cautiously make 
assumptions based on relationships between self-esteem and hypothetical 
behavior or attitudes.
Although Study 2 did not provide evidence to fully support our hypothesis, 
separating the actual behavior from the hypothetical proved to be worthwhile. The 
hypothesis was strongly supported by the athletic and social domains whereas the 
academic, physical appearance and moral domains did not provide clear support. 
The results of Study 2 suggest that more self-esteem studies that focus on the 
actual/hypothetical distinction are needed. Due to the results from Study 1 to 
Study 2, it was worthwhile to investigate whether or not this multidimensional 
self is as salient in early adolescence as it is in late adolescence. This was the goal 
of Study 3.
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Study 3
The purpose of Study 3 was to evaluate the crystallization and 
differentiation of the multidimensional self during early adolescence. Extant 
research suggests the self has a multidimensional nature in late adolescence into 
adulthood. However, debate exists concerning the structure of the self in early 
childhood and the timeline for the emergence of the multifaceted self during 
childhood. Multidimensional self-esteem research is limited, but theories 
pertaining to the emergence of the multidimensional self during child are well 
documented. Many of the multidimensional child self-concept models resulted 
from factor analytic methods. Harter (1985) utilized factor analysis and deduced 
the child’s self-perception consists of numerous specific domains including social, 
physical, and academic. Marsh and colleagues also used factor analysis to argue 
for the multifaceted nature of the childhood self (Marsh & MacDonald-Holmes, 
1990).
Debate continues regarding when the separation of the self into specific 
domains occurs in the developmental process. It was believed that children did 
not differentiate between global and specific domains until middle childhood but 
recent studies suggest that this differentiation may occur at the age of 5 or even 
earlier (Marsh, Craven, and Debus, 1991). Using the Self-Description 
Questionnaire (SDQ) instrument (Marsh, 1988) Marsh et al. (1990) found eight 
distinct factors (including global) among children whose ages ranged from five to 
seven years. Also, the domains became more distinct with age in this population. 
That is, the average correlations among the SDQ-I factors decreased as a function
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of age. This result was also obtained in previous studies (Harter, 1985). The 
differentiation of distinct domains provides evidence for Shavelson et al.’s (1976) 
hierarchical assertion that self-concept becomes more distinct with age. Shavelson 
et al. also argued that general self-concept has a first-order global self-concept 
with second order domain-specific self-concepts. This evidence suggests that 
prior assumptions concerning the complexity of childhood self-concept may have 
been inaccurate. Early childhood self-concept seems to be more differentiated 
than once was thought. Due to the paucity of studies investigating the 
multidimensional self in early adolescence, continued research in this field of 
study is warranted.
Study 1 and Study 2 provide evidence for a potentially crucial relationship 
between domain-specific self-concept scores and corresponding behavior. 
Although the relationships between the individual domain scores and situational 
behavior vary from tenuous to significant for the adolescent population, 
assessments during early adolescence are necessary to determine if the self- 
concept is distinct enough to reproduce the relationships found in the late 
adolescent population. Similar to our hypothesis in Study 1 and Study 2, domain- 
specific measures were predicted to emerge as stronger predictors of behavior 
than global self-esteem in specific situations. If evidence supporting this 
hypothesis exists in this study and subsequent studies, the current clinical, social, 
and educational evaluations of children may need to be revised.
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Method
Participants
Participants in this investigation were 43 sixth grade students (29 girls and 
14 boys) at a Williamsburg-James City County public school. Thirty-eight (88%) 
students were Caucasian, 3 (7%) were African American, one (2%) was Asian, 
and one (2%) was Hispanic. All of the participants were either eleven or twelve 
years in age and were primarily from middle class families.
Measures
Domain-specific self-esteem. The Self-Perception Profile for Children 
(SPPC) (Harter, 1985) was administered to gather information concerning self­
esteem scores in multiple domains. This questionnaire includes 6 specific 
domains, including global self-worth. The five other subscales are athletic 
competence, scholastic competence, physical appearance, social acceptance and 
behavioral conduct. This questionnaire is unique due to the possible responses 
that are available to the individual. The format of each question is designed to 
negate the tendency to respond with a socially desirable answer. Each question 
includes two fictitious students, and the participant is to decide which of the two 
students is the participant most like. Once the participant has decided on a student, 
the participant then determines whether the description is “sort of true” or “really 
true” for him or her.
Each domain, including global self-concept, is measured by six items. 
Within each domain, half of the items begin with a statement reflecting high 
competence, while the other half of the questions begin with a statement
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reflecting low competence. This reversal is for counterbalancing purposes. The 
score for each question ranges from 1.00 (low competence) to 4.00 (high 
competence). Scores for each domain were computed by averaging the four scores 
(range = 1.00 to 4.00). This scale had adequate reliability (alpha = .80).
Resilience. In order to measure resilience in children, a Stressful Situation 
Questionnaire-Children (SSQ-C) (See Appendix C) was developed to correspond 
to the domains of interest. The resilience questionnaire for this study consisted of 
twenty scenarios, with four scenarios for each of the five domains. The academic, 
athletic, social, physical appearance, and behavior conduct domains were 
addressed in this child questionnaire. For each scenario, the participants were 
asked how they did react in the presented situation, and if they had not 
encountered the situation, the participants were asked to place an “X” in a box 
beside the item number. Due to the age and abilities of this sample, this 
questionnaire utilized a multiple-choice format instead of the short essay format 
that was used in Study 1 and Study 2. Study 3 presented possible strategies 
(resilient and non-resilient) for each situation to the participants, whereas Study 1 
and Study 2 asked the participants to record a response that would then be 
categorized as resilient or non-resilient by the researchers. For each item on the 
child questionnaire, two responses were categorized as resilient behavior and two 
responses were categorized as non-resilient behavior. Resilient responses received 
a “1” and non-resilient scores received a “0.” The total resilience score for each 
domain was computed by adding the individual scores from each domain-specific 
situation. For example, if an individual showed resilient behavior in all four
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scenarios, the score would be four. If the individual promoted resilient behavior in 
two situations and non-resilient behavior in two situations, the score would be a 
two. Scores ranged from zero to four for each domain. The two resilient behavior 
strategies for each item were characterized by positive coping mechanisms such 
as: maintenance of self-esteem, internal locus of control, optimism, determination 
to perform better in the future, ability to actively evaluate mistakes for future 
encounters, or the use of active, positive coping strategies. Characteristics of the 
two strategies the represented non-resilient behavior in each item included a 
number of the following: decrease in self-esteem, external locus of control, 
pessimism, giving up on the situation, not evaluating mistakes for future instances, 
or passive and maladaptive coping strategies.
Procedure
Participants were 43 sixth grade students at a Williamsburg-James City 
County public school. Two experimenters administered both questionnaires to all 
of the participants in one session. The testing was conducted in a group setting, 
but both experimenters remained in the room to answer any questions that arose. 
The participants were encouraged to indicate any difficulties they experience in 
responding to an item. The testing session began with a brief review of the 
participants’ rights including confidentiality, anonymity, and termination of 
participation. After reviewing the participants’ rights and the directions for each 
questionnaire, the participants completed the SSQ-C. The experimenters reviewed 
a sample question with the participants and ensured that each student 
comprehended the format and the content of the sample item. The participants
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were then allowed to complete the questionnaire individually, while the 
experimenters were available to answer any questions. After all of the participants 
completed the SSQ-C, the experimenters gathered the questionnaires and then 
reviewed the directions of the SPPC with the participants. After reviewing the 
directions for the SPPC, the participants were asked to read and answer the 
sample item. Participants were encouraged to voice any difficulties in answering 
the sample item. After ascertaining that the participants understood the format of 
the SPPC, the participants completed the profile individually. Experimenters were 
readily available for any difficulties in completing the questionnaire. After all 
participants had completed both questionnaires, they were fully debriefed and 
returned to their classrooms.
Results
In order to test the hypothesis of this study, Correlation analyses and a 
series of multiple regressions were conducted to examine the relationships 
between self-concept scores and behavior. From the correlational analysis, no 
significant relationships were found between global self-esteem and domain- 
specific behavior. Concerning the domain-specific self-esteem scores, significant 
relationships were found in the physical appearance, r(40) = .37, p  < .05 and 
behavioral conduct, r(39) = .34,/? < .05 domains (See Table 14). Study 3 failed to 
find the relationships that were present between numerous domains in Study 1 and 
Study 2.
Correlation matrices were constructed investigating the relationships 
between self-esteem scores with actual behavior and hypothetical behavior
(attitudes). For actual behavior, global self-esteem was significantly related to 
academic behavior, r(38) = .39,/? < .05 but was not significantly related to any 
other domain. Regarding the distinct domains, significant relationships existed 
between academic self-esteem and academic behavior, r(38) = .44,/? < .05 and 
physical appearance self-esteem and corresponding behavior, r(34) = .37,/? < .05, 
and the behavioral conduct self-esteem and corresponding behavior approached 
significance, r(36) = .32,/? = .055. Significant relationships also existed between 
social self-esteem and academic behavior, r(38) = .41 .01, physical
appearance self-esteem and academic behavior, r(38) = .47,/? < .01, and social 
self-esteem and behavior in the behavioral conduct domain, r(36) = -.44,/? < .01 
(See Table 15 for correlation coefficients). For hypothetical behavior, global self- 
concept was not significantly related to hypothetical behavior from any domain. 
Concerning hypothetical behavior and corresponding domain-specific scores, only 
athletic self-esteem and behavioral conduct had a significant relationship, r(28)
= .40 , /?< .05. The physical appearance self-esteem and corresponding behavior 
relationship approached significance, r(32) = .34,/? = .053 (See to Table 15).
Next, a series of multiple regressions were used to test which self-esteem 
score was a unique predictor of situational behavior. Regression analysis also 
controls for the intercorrelations among the self-esteem measures (See Table 16). 
All responses, hypothetical and actual, were included. To control for the shared 
variance among all of the domain-specific measures, all domains were included in 
each regression analyses so that we would be measuring the exclusive predictive 
power of each domain. For the academic domain and social domain, no self­
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esteem score emerged as a unique predictor of academic or social behavior. For 
the athletic domain, physical appearance self-concept’s predictive power 
approached significance (p = .42,/? = .053). For the physical appearance domain, 
physical appearance self-concept was a marginally unique predictor of behavior 
(P = .38,/? = .073). For the behavior conduct domain, three self-esteem measures 
emerged as unique predictors of conduct: athletic (p = .42,/? < .05), social (p = - 
.44, p  < .05), and behavioral conduct (p = .40,/? = .05). Note that social self­
esteem scores inversely predict conduct behavior (See Table 17 for p weights).
Regression analyses were conducted using responses that were denoted as 
actual behavior. For the analyses that included all of the self-concept scales as 
predictors, a significant relationship existed for the behavioral conduct domain 
and a marginal relationship emerged in the physical appearance domain. In the 
behavioral conduct domain, social self-concept emerged as an inverse predictor of 
behavioral conduct (P = -.61 ,P <  .01). In the physical appearance domain, 
physical appearance self-concept emerged as a marginal predictor (p = .42, p  
= .069) (Refer to Table 18 for p weights).
As for the hypothetical responses, one predictor in only one domain emerged 
from all of the analyses. The athletic self-concept emerged as a marginal predictor 
of hypothetical moral behavior (p = .47,/? = .051) (Refer to Table 18 for all P 
weights).
To determine which self-esteem, global or specific, was a stronger 
predictor of distinct behavior we included global self-concept and the domain- 
specific self-concept corresponding to the dependent variable. For the academic,
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athletic, and social domains neither global nor the domain-specific self-concept 
emerged as a significant predictor of behavior. For the physical appearance 
domain, the physical appearance self-concept marginally predicted behavior (P 
= .34,/? = .08). For behavior conduct, behavioral conduct self-esteem was a 
unique predictor (P = .48,/? < .05) (See Table 19 for p weights).
The next analysis only included actual behavior. For the academic domain, 
academic self-esteem emerged as a unique predictor (p = .34,/? < .05). Behavioral 
conduct self-esteem emerged as a predictor of appropriate behavior in the 
behavioral conduct domain (P = .51,/? < .05). For the physical appearance domain, 
physical appearance self-esteem emerged as a marginal predictor (p = .37,/?
= .067). No subscale emerged as a significant predictor in the athletic or social 
domains and global self-esteem did not emerge as a significant predictor of actual 
behavior for any domain (See Table 20 for p weights). As for the hypothetical 
behaviors, neither global self-esteem nor domain-specific self-esteem was a 
significant predictor of hypothetical behavior in any domain (See Table 20 for all 
p weights).
Finally, a backward stepwise procedure was used to eliminate the weaker 
subscales one by one until only the significant predictors remained. This 
procedure was performed for both the situations labeled as actual and those 
labeled as hypothetical. First, we used only those situations labeled as actual. For 
the academic domain, physical appearance self-esteem (p = .36,/? < .05) and 
academic self-esteem remained in the equation at the last step (P = .30,/? = .06).
In the athletic domain, physical appearance self-esteem remained in the last step
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but was not remotely significant (p = .14,/? = .43). In the social domain, academic 
self-esteem remained in the last step but was also not significant (P = .25,/? = .16). 
In the physical appearance domain, physical appearance self-esteem remained in 
the last step (p = .37,/? < .05). In the behavioral conduct domain, athletic self­
esteem, (P = .32,/? < .05), social self-esteem (p = -.61,/? < .001), and behavioral 
conduct self-esteem (p = .32,/? < .05) all remained in the equation in the last step.
For the hypothetical situations, athletic self-esteem remained in the 
equation at the final step with academic self-esteem as the dependent variable, but 
the relationship was not significant (p = -.40,/? > .09). In the athletic domain, 
physical appearance self-esteem remained in the final equation but was not 
significant (p = .24,/? = .17). In the social domain, athletic self-esteem remained 
in the final equation but this also did not represent a significant relationship (p = - 
.16,/? = .39). In the physical appearance domain, physical appearance self-esteem 
remained in the final step and its relationship approached significance (p = .34,/?
= .053). In the behavioral conduct domain, athletic self-esteem remained in the 
last step of the equation (P = .40,/? < .05).
Discussion
The goal of Study 3 was to investigate the relationship between self­
esteem scores and behavior in the childhood population. Our hypothesis that 
domain-specific self-esteem would be a stronger predictor of actual behavior than 
global self-esteem was partially supported. Global self-esteem was not correlated 
with behavior in any domain and the only significant correlations were between 
physical appearance self-esteem and physical appearance behavior and behavioral
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conduct self-esteem and behavior conduct. Physical appearance self-esteem had a 
marginally significant relationship with both athletic and social behavior.
Children who perceive themselves as physically attractive tend to do well in 
physical and social situations. This analysis suggests the physical appearance and 
behavior conduct domains crystallize by middle childhood.
Including only actual behavior, global self-esteem was significantly 
related to academic behavior. However, global self-esteem was not significantly 
related to behavior in any other domain. The global self-esteem and academic 
relationships is consistent with extant findings in the literature. For the domain- 
specific self-esteem measures, academic self-esteem was related to academic 
behavior, physical appearance self-esteem was related to behavior in the physical 
appearance domain, and behavior conduct self-esteem’s relationship with 
behavior in the behavior conduct domain approached significance. These domain- 
specific relationships support our hypothesis that domain-specific self-esteem 
would be significantly related to corresponding domain-specific behavior. 
However, the same relationship in the athletic and social domain was essentially 
uncorrelated; yet social self-esteem was positively correlated with academic 
behavior. Past research asserts that a main component of the self is the social 
component. The participants were recruited from an environment (i.e. school) that 
emphasizes academic performance. Therefore, the students’ social domain may 
consist of an academic component.
Regarding the hypothetical responses, global self-esteem had little 
predictive power at the domain-specific level. Concerning the domain-specific
measures, physical appearance self-esteem was marginally related to hypothetical 
situations in the physical appearance domain. Interestingly, academic self-esteem 
had a negative relationship (not significant) with hypothetical academic behavior 
suggesting that an individual with a high level of academic self-esteem will react 
negatively in hypothetical scenarios that are academic in nature. This lack of 
relationships indirectly supports our hypothesis in that predicting how someone 
might react in a situation is not sufficient when attempting to predict behavior 
from self-esteem measures.
Regression analyses were used to determine which self-esteem scales 
emerged as the stronger predictor of specific behavior. For the academic and 
social domain, no self-esteem measure emerged as a unique predictor of academic 
or social behavior. In the athletic domain, physical appearance self-esteem 
emerged as a unique predictor suggesting a high level of physical appearance self­
esteem is predictive of positive adjustment in the athletic realm. In previous 
research it has been difficult at times to demarcate the physical self-concept into a 
physical fitness and physical appearance self-concept. The physical appearance 
self-esteem emerged as a marginal predictor of adjustment in the physical 
appearance domain. For the behavior conduct domain the athletic, behavior 
conduct, and social self-esteems emerged as unique predictors. The athletic 
relationship implies that a person high in athletic self-esteem tends to promoted 
positive behavior in the behavior conduct domain. A person with a high level of 
athletic self-esteem perceives himself as successful in games and sports. In order 
to be successful athletically, one must follow the rules or directions of the game
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or sport. A common theme in the behavioral conduct domain is following rules 
and behaving properly. This similarity in following rules provides an explanation 
for the relationship between the athletic and behavioral conduct domain. The most 
surprising finding was the inverse relationship between social self-esteem and 
behavioral conduct. This relationship indicates a person with high social self­
esteem (i.e. popular, many friends) tends to disobey the rules and behaves in an 
unacceptable manner. Those that perceive themselves as popular are the ones that 
are breaking the rules or behaving in a disorderly fashion, whereas the students 
who perceive themselves as less popular and socially accepted tend to follow the 
rules.
For the analysis using actual behavior, global self-esteem did not emerge 
as a unique predictor in any domain, whereas domain-specific self-esteem was a 
unique predictor in the behavioral conduct domain and a marginal predictor in the 
physical appearance domain. The physical appearance and behavioral conduct 
domain appear to be clear components of the self. Although the lack of predictive 
power by global self-esteem and the predictive power of domain-specific self­
esteem in two domains supports our claims, the true test of our hypothesis utilized 
only those responses categorized as actual behavior.
In the behavioral conduct domain, social self-esteem emerged as an 
inverse predictor of behavior conduct. Physical appearance self-esteem emerged 
as a marginal predictor of positive behavior in the physical appearance domain. 
The physical appearance and behavioral conduct domain again represent well- 
defined, concrete facets of the self.
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When global self-esteem and the single domain-specific self-esteem 
measure were entered into a regression equation, global self-esteem did not 
emerge as a significant predictor of actual behavior in any domain. Academic 
self-esteem emerged as a unique predictor in the academic domain, behavioral 
conduct self-esteem emerged as a predictor in the behavioral conduct domain, and 
physical appearance self-esteem emerged as a marginal predictor in the physical 
appearance domain. Three domains supported our hypothesis that domain-specific 
self-esteem would be a stronger predictor of actual behavior than global self­
esteem. It is important to note that global self-esteem did not emerge as a 
significant predictor for any domain.
For the hypothetical responses, the predictive power of the self-esteem 
measures was expected to be weak because the analyses were exclusively using 
the hypothetical responses. When all self-esteem scales were included for each 
domain, only one relationship approached significance: athletic self-esteem and 
hypothetical responses in the behavioral conduct domain. However, this 
relationship did not exist when we included only the actual behavior, which infers 
the relationship between athletic self-esteem and behavior conduct may be due to 
the hypothetical responses. No other relationship existed between any domain- 
specific self-esteem measure and hypothetical responses from any domain.
Similarly to the actual behaviors, we included global self-esteem and the 
domain specific self-esteem to test which self-esteem was a stronger predictor of 
specific, hypothetical behavior. For all five of the domains, neither global self­
esteem nor domain-specific self-esteem predicted specific, hypothetical behavior.
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Hypothetical responses are not based on actual experience; they are based on how 
the individual thinks he/she will react in a certain situation. The individual is 
applying past experiences or feelings to the proposed situation and then produces 
a judgment on how to respond to the situation. Because the individual is 
responding with how he thinks he will react, that does not necessarily match how 
the individual did or would react to the situation.
Lastly, a backward stepwise procedure was used to eliminate the weaker 
subscales until only the significant predictors remained. This procedure was used 
first for the actual behaviors and then for the hypothetical behaviors. For the 
actual behaviors in the academic domain, physical appearance self-esteem and 
academic self-esteem remained in the equation at the last step. In the athletic and 
social domain, the subscale that remained in the final step was not significant. For 
the physical appearance domain, only the physical appearance self-esteem 
remained in the last step. But for the behavioral conduct domain, athletic self­
esteem, behavioral conduct self-esteem, and social self-esteem remained in the 
equation at the last step. Once again, social self-esteem was inversely related to 
behavioral conduct.
For the hypothetical responses, three of the backward stepwise procedures 
yielded non-significant results. Only in the physical appearance and behavioral 
conduct domains did the last step in the equation generate significant predictors. 
Physical appearance self-esteem remained as a marginal predictor in the physical 
appearance procedure and athletic self-esteem remained in the last step of the 
equation for the behavioral conduct domain.
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The best-defined domains in this population appear to be the physical 
appearance and behavioral conduct domain. This is interesting considering the 
moral domain in Study 1 and Study 2 was unassociated with not only moral self­
esteem but the other self-esteem measures as well. The moral domain for the 
college students is analogous to the behavioral conduct domain for the middle 
school students. Behaving properly and staying out of trouble define both 
domains. However, the moral domain in Study 1 and Study 2 seemed unclear and 
hazy, while the behavioral conduct domain was clear and distinct. These 
relationships provide support for Kohlberg’s stages of moral development. 
Kohlberg’s second stage of development, conventional morality, is defined by 
abiding by the rules and laws of society, respecting authority, and doing what is 
best for the group or society (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). Conventional morality is 
usually observed in children, between ages eight and sixteen, and is represented 
by structure and orderliness. Law is based on society, and doing what is best for 
the society is the priority. In Kohlberg’s third stage, postconventional morality, it 
is still believed that individuals should comply with societal law, but laws are 
mutable. At this stage, the individual should follow societal law but if the law is 
in conflict with the individual, the individual should try to change the law. 
Postconventional morality is an adaptive stage in which the person should do 
what is best for society, at a specific time. Compared to the stage of conventional 
morality, postconventional morality is individualistic and subjective.
Conventional morality is based on social order and group stability whereas 
postconventional morality is based on individual ethics and morality. Since most
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sixth grade students fall into the range of conventional morality, it is not 
surprising that the behavioral conduct domain is well defined.
The hypotheses of Study 3 were partially supported. Although domain- 
specific self-esteem was not a strong predictor of specific behavior in all domains, 
some notable relationships were found. Also by partitioning the actual behavior 
from the hypothetical behavior, the relationship between specific behavior and the 
domain-specific self-esteem measures strengthened. Using actual behavior, 
domain-specific self-esteem was a stronger predictor of specific behavior than 
global self-esteem in the majority of the domains. Global self-esteem was not a 
unique predictor of actual, specific behavior for any of the domains. For 
hypothetical behavior, the self-esteem measures showed minimal predictive 
power.
General Discussion 
The findings from these studies advocate the use of a domain-specific 
model, and the necessity to separate actual behavior from hypothetical responses. 
Study 1 demonstrated that relationships existed between domain-specific self­
esteem scores and behavior in each of those domains. In this first study, responses 
were not dichotomized as hypothetical or actual behavior, which was critical. 
Participants were asked to perform this dichotomy in Study 2. Partial support 
emerged for the idea of focusing on actual behavior and many inverse 
relationships were detected when using hypothetical responses. An inverse 
relationship between self-esteem and behavior contradicts decades of self-esteem 
research. In Study 3, we found strong support for our hypotheses in the physical
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appearance and behavioral conduct domains. As in Study 2, when only using the 
hypothetical responses, the relationships between domain-specific self-esteem and 
behavior weakened and in some cases became inversely related. Global self­
esteem did not emerge as a predictor of actual behavior in any domain. These 
findings support the view that actual behavior deserves more attention than 
hypothetical behavior or attitudes when attempting to comprehend the 
relationship between self-esteem and behavior.
These three studies were designed with an exploratory purpose, and thus, 
are not without their weaknesses. A possible limitation is the scale that was 
selected to measure the multiple domains of self-esteem. Although the Self- 
Perception Profile for College Students and the Self-Perception Profile for 
Children have been used in numerous studies across many countries, the 
psychometric properties, items, and design of the scale give rise to criticism. For 
the scale intended for college students the internal consistency alphas for the 
subscales range from .80 to .92 with a median of .85. Although these internal 
consistency ratings are adequate, other scales are now available that have internal 
consistency values above .90. Also, only four items are used to assess the 
individual’s self-perception in each domain (six items for global assessment), 
which leads one to question whether the content domains were adequately 
sampled. The authors of the scale suggest the unique dual-phrase response format 
accounts for the tendency for socially desirable responses. From our analysis, the 
responses were not normally distributed, but were negatively skewed indicating a 
disproportion of positive evaluations. Lastly, the scale was standardized with 300
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students from only one state, 230 of these students were female, and 142 were 
freshmen. Therefore, the standardization of this scale has to be questioned.
For the child scale similar questions arise concerning the psychometrics 
and design of the scale. The internal consistency values range from .74 to .83 with 
a median of .80, which is considered to be moderately reliable. Although this 
scale utilizes six items for each self-esteem subscale (compared to 4 items for the 
college subscales), one still must questioned whether the content domains were 
adequately sampled. The child scale also adheres to the dual-phrase format that is 
used to inhibit the use of socially desirable responses. However, the distributions 
for each subscale were also negatively skewed. For this scale, the author used a 
sufficient sample size to standardize the scale but the population was again from 
one state and the range of the group’s socioeconomic status was narrow.
Another limitation of the studies could have been the questionnaires that 
were used to measure resilience and positive adjustment in adverse situations. 
Although Study 2 was designed to modify the college questionnaire, the 
questionnaire still may not be adequate for assessments. Like the Self-Perception 
Profile for College Students, only four items are used to assess each domain. Also, 
until a large sample size can be attained, one must question the validity and 
reliability of the questionnaire. The scenarios presented in the questionnaire may 
be adequate and valid, but definite conclusions should not be made until test 
construction analyses are performed (e.g. factor analysis).
Not to be considered a limitation, another possible impediment in self­
esteem research is the uniqueness of the individual and the context. What is
54
important to one person could be meaningless to another. The importance of any 
of the five specific domains that we chose for these three studies could vary from 
person to person. Someone who is focused on academics probably gives little 
attention to how he performs athletically, whereas an athlete may disregard his 
academic performance. For example, in Study 2 the athletic and social domains 
were the most distinct of the five domains. In Study 3, the physical appearance 
and behavior conduct (morality) domains were the most distinct. It is possible that 
physical appearance and behaving properly are more salient at a particular stage 
of development and athletic and social aspects of the self are most prominent at a 
later stage. We assert these are important questions that need to be investigated 
with longitudinal designs. While assessing self-perception in specific domains, it 
would also be crucial to obtain an importance rating on how important each 
domain is to that particular individual. If a particular aspect is not important to the 
individual, effort and time may be placed on enhancing performance in other 
domains. If an importance rating is obtained, the least important domains could be 
weighted to represent its importance or removed from analysis. Conversely, if a 
domain is labeled as extremely important, it could be weighted to account for its 
importance. This type of weighting also has implications on how to equate global 
self-esteem from the domain-specific self-esteem ratings.
Lastly, it is possible that there may be an alternate method that is more 
accurate in determining how the domains should be differentiated. Many 
researchers used a descriptive framework to construct models of domain-specific 
self-esteem. Kirkpatrick and Ellis (2001) offer a perspective that is nested in
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evolutionary psychology. They promote a functional model of domain-specific 
self-esteem that claims each domain is designed to solve a specific adaptive 
problem. This claim originated from Leary’s sociometer theory (Leary & 
Baumeister, 2001) that posits self-esteem is an adaptation designed to monitor 
social acceptance or social inclusion in interpersonal relationships. Social 
inclusion is an adaptive problem related to reproductive success (Kirkpatrick, 
Waugh, Valencia, & Webster, 2002). Simply, if an individual is not socially 
included then the chance of not only reproducing offspring but also surviving is 
minimized. Kirkpatrick and Ellis expanded on Leary’s theory by arguing that 
social inclusion is not a single adaptive problem, but instead a collection of 
numerous specific problems. Different type of situations and relationships create 
different types of adaptive problems. For a more extensive review of this 
evolutionary based explanation of domain-specific self-esteem refer to 
Kirkpatrick and Ellis (2001) and Kirkpatrick, Waugh, Valencia, & Webster 
(2002). Based on this model, it may be more effective to carve the domain- 
specific self-esteem with a functional knife rather than a descriptive one.
Common with much research, these three studies raise more questions 
than they have answered. However we feel that the questions that arose from 
these studies need to be addressed and the answers will provide vital information 
to the field of domain-specificity. The notion of domain-specific research has 
legitimate implications in the developmental and clinical fields of psychology. At 
what age or stage do we begin to discern the self at a domain-specific level?
When do these domain-specific facets become unique predictors of performance
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in multiple domains? Because a patient’s global self-esteem is in the normal range, 
does that mean the patient is satisfied in all domains of life? These are three of the 
many questions that need to be addressed, and the pursuit for the answers should 
follow a domain-specific path.
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for the Domains of Self-Esteem: Study 1
Domain Mean Standard Deviation
Global Self-Esteem 3.21 0.63
Academic Self-Esteem 2.97 0.63
Athletic Self-Esteem 2.61 0.85
Social Self-Esteem 2.89 0.75
Moral Self-Esteem 3.18 0.69
Physical Appearance Self-Esteem 2 . 6 8 0-.80
* These are the means and standard deviations from the pre-screening procedure 
(N = 761)
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Table 2
Correlations Among Self-Esteem and Resilience: Study 1
Variable Acad. Res. Ath. Res. Social Res. Moral Res. Phy. Ann.Res
Global SE .25* .30* .39* .16 32**
Acad. SE .22* . 2 0 .30** .15 .27*
Ath. SE .16 .22 .28* .09 .31**
Social SE . 2 1 .38** .36* * .13 .45**
Moral SE -.04 - . 0 2 .03 -.08 . 0 2
Phy.App. SE . 1 1 .13 32** .05 .23*
* p  < .05 ** p  < .01
Bold correlations represent primary correlations of self-esteem with 
corresponding resilience scores
SE = Self-Esteem 
Res. = Resilience
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Table 3
Correlation Matrix: Intercorrelations between Domain-Specific Self-Esteem
Scores for Study 1
Variable Global Academic Athletic Social Phy. App. Moral
Global .6 6 ** .55** .69** .65** 38**
Academic .24* 3 9 ** .43** 3 4 **
Athletic 46* * 3 9 ** .16
Social — 4 2 ** .27*
Phy. Appear. — .27*
Moral. —
* p  < .05 ** p  < . 0 1
60
Table 4
Correlations Among Self-Esteem and Resilience for Males and Females: Study 1
Males
Variable Acad. Res. Ath. Res. Social Res. Moral Res. Phy. Ann. Res.
Global SE .38* .51** .54** .31 .56**
Acad. SE .51** 4 5 ** .35* .32 .512**
Ath. SE .34* .37* .56** .38* 4g**
Social SE .25 .53** .33 . 1 0 48**
Moral SE -.15 .04 . 1 0 - . 0 2 .05
Phy.App. SE .36* .33 .41* .35* .40*
Females
Variable Acad. Res. Ath. Res. Social Res. Moral Res. Phy. Ann. Res.
Global SE .09 . 1 2 .25 -.05 .19
Acad. SE -.14 -.05 . 2 1 -.15 . 0 0
Ath. SE - . 0 1 .09 .06 -.24 .16
Social SE . 1 2 .27 .35* . 1 2 .42**
Moral SE - . 0 2 - . 1 0 -.08 - . 2 2 -.03
Phy.App. SE -.06 - . 0 2 .27 -.24 . 1 2
* p  < .05 ** p  < .01
Bold correlations represent primary correlations of self-esteem with
corresponding resilience scores
SE = Self-Esteem Res. = Resilience
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Table 5
Results of Multiple Regression for Each Domain: Study 1
Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .27 .33 .19
Academic SE . 2 1 . 2 2 .15
Social SE . 1 0 . 2 1 .08
Athletic SE .04 .16 .24
Phy. Appear. SE - . 1 0 .18 -.08
Moral SE -.25 .18 -.17
Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE . 2 0 .29 .15
Academic SE .16 .19 . 1 2
Social SE . 2 1 .18 .17
Athletic SE .06 .14 .05
Phy. Appear. SE .13 .16 . 1 2
Moral SE - . 2 1 .16 -.15
Athletic Domain B SEB 0
Global SE .14 .26 . 1 2
Academic SE . 1 0 .17 .08
Social SE .35 .17 .33*
Athletic SE . 0 2 .13 . 0 2
Phy. Appear. SE -.09 .15 -.09
Moral SE -.19 .14 -.16
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE .05 .29 .03
Academic SE .18 .19 .14
Social SE .45 .18 .37*
Athletic SE .09 .14 .08
Phy. Appear. SE . 0 1 .16 . 0 1
Moral SE - . 2 1 .16 -.15
Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE .17 . 2 1 .18
Academic SE . 1 0 .14 . 1 1
Social SE .04 .14 .05
Athletic SE . 0 0 . 1 1 . 0 0
Phy. Appear. SE -.08 . 1 2 - . 1 0
Moral SE -.16 . 1 2 -.17
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Table 6
Results of Multiple Regression for Each Domain: Study 1
Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .25 . 2 1 .18
Academic SE .15 . 2 1 . 1 0
Athletic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .29 .16 .24
Athletic SE .09 .13 . 1 0
Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE .37 .19 .28
Social SE . 2 0 .17 .17
Phy. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE .52 .19 3 7 **
Phy. Appear. SE - . 0 1 .17 - . 0 1
Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE . 2 1 . 1 1 .2 2
Moral SE -.15 . 1 1 -.16
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Table 7
Domain-Specific Self-Esteem Scores and Behavior-Study 2
Variable Academic Athletic Social Moral Phv. Appear.
Global SE .27* . 2 1 .36** .14 . 2 1
Acad. SE .14 .06 30** .17 .07
Ath. SE .26* .23* .26* .14 . 1 0
Social SE .26* .23* .37** .07 . 1 2
Moral SE - . 0 2 .08 .06 .17 .05
Phy.App. SE 32** . 2 2 .33** . 1 2 .30**
* p < .  05 ** p < .0 1
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Table 8
Domain-Specific Self-Esteem Scores and Actual and Hypothetical Behavior- 
Study 2
Actual
Variable Academic Athletic Social Moral Phy. App.
Global SE .31** .24* .26* .25* .25*
Acad. SE .24* .05 .26* .24* .08
Ath. SE .16 .36** . 2 0 .16 . 1 2
Social SE .31** • .24* .40* .18 .15
Moral SE .03 .19 . 1 0 .15 . 0 2
Phy.App. SE . 2 2 . 2 2 .18 .16 .27*
Hypothetical
Variable Academic Athletic Social Moral Phy. App.
Global SE .08 .05 .25* - . 2 0 . 1 2
Acad. SE .04 .06 .17 -.14 .08
Ath. SE .09 -.15 .18 .06 .03
Social SE .05 .06 . 2 2 .07 -.28*
Moral SE -.03 -.15 . 0 1 - . 2 2 .09
Phy.App. SE .18 .16 .33** -.13 .31*
* p < .05 ** p < .01
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Table 9
Correlation Matrix: Intercorrelations between Domain-Specific Self-Esteem
Scores for Study 2
Variable Global Academic Athletic Social Phy. App. Moral
Global .63** 4 9 ** .75** 70** .50**
Academic — .07 .34** .35** 29**
Athletic .55** .43** .36**
Social .52** .28*
Phy. Appear. .38**
Moral.
* p  < .05 ** p  < . 0 1
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Table 10
Multiple Regression Coefficients for Behavior: Study 2
Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE . 1 1 .40 .07
Academic SE .09 .23 .06
Social SE .04 . 2 0 .03
Athletic SE .17 .13 .18
Phy. Appear. SE .26 .16 .24
Moral SE -.36 . 2 0 -.24
Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE -.08 .46 -.04
Academic SE .41 .26 .23
Social SE .26 . 2 2 . 2 0
Athletic SE .14 .15 .13
Phy. Appear. SE . 2 2 .18 .18
Moral SE -.27 . 2 2 -.15
Athletic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .06 .50 .03
Academic SE -.05 .29 -.03
Social SE . 1 2 .24 .09
Athletic SE .14 .16 .13
Phy. Appear. SE .14 . 2 0 . 1 1
Moral SE -.07 .24 -.04
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE .37 .55 .17
Academic SE -.18 .31 -.09
Social SE -.16 .27 - . 1 1
Athletic SE - . 0 2 .18 - . 0 2
Phy. Appear. SE .44 . 2 2 .31*
Moral SE -.18 .27 -.09
Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE - . 1 2 .38 -.08
Academic SE .25 . 2 2 .19
Social SE -.06 .19 -.07
Athletic SE . 1 2 . 1 2 .14
Phy. Appear. SE .04 .15 .05
Moral SE .14 .19 . 1 0
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Table 11
Multiple Regression Coefficients for Actual and Hypothetical Behavior: Study 2 
Actual Behavior Hypothetical Behavior
Academic Domain B SEB P Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .13 . 2 0 .16 Global SE .05 .18 .07
Academic SE .09 . 1 1 . 1 2 Academic SE -.06 .09 - . 1 0
Social SE .09 . 1 0 .16 Social SE -.04 .09 - . 1 1
Athletic SE . 0 1 .06 . 0 2 Athletic SE .03 .05 .07
Phy. Appear. SE . 0 1 .08 .03 Phy. Appear. SE . 1 0 .07 .25
Moral SE . 1 1 . 1 0 -.15 Moral SE -.09 .09 -.15
Social Domain B SEB P Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE - . 2 0 .14 -.37 Global SE - . 0 2 .17 -.03
Academic SE .15 .08 .29* Academic SE .08 .09 . 1 2
Social SE . 2 0 .07 .52** Social SE . 0 1 .08 . 0 2
Athletic SE . 0 2 .04 .05 Athletic SE .04 .05 . 1 1
Phy. Appear. SE . 0 1 .06 .04 Phy. Appear. SE .14 .07 .33*
Moral SE . 0 1 .07 . 0 2 Moral SE - . 1 1 .09 -.18
Athletic Domain B SEB P Athletic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .03 .16 .05 Global SE -.03 .16 -.04
Academic SE - . 0 2 .09 -.04 Academic SE . 0 0 .09 - . 0 1
Social SE . 0 2 .08 .03 Social SE .04 .08 . 1 0
Athletic SE . 1 0 .06 .29 Athletic SE -.08 .05 -.24
Phy. Appear. SE . 0 0 .07 . 0 0 Phy. Appear. SE . 1 1 .07 .28
Moral SE .03 .08 .05 Moral SE -.09 .08 -.16
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE .28 .19 .45 Global SE - . 1 2 .16 - . 2 1
Academic SE - . 1 1 . 1 1 -.19 Academic SE . 0 2 .09 .04
Social SE -.06 .09 -.13 Social SE - . 0 1 .08 - . 0 2
Athletic SE - . 0 1 .06 -.03 Athletic SE - . 0 2 .05 -.07
Phy. Appear. SE .06 .08 .14 Phy. Appear. SE .19 .07 .4 7 *=
Moral SE -.09 .09 -.15 Moral SE . 0 2 .08 .03
Moral Domain B SEB P Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE .03 .14 .06 Global SE . 0 2 .09 .08
Academic SE -.06 .09 - . 1 0 Academic SE . 0 1 .06 . 0 2
Social SE . 0 1 .07 . 0 2 Social SE - . 1 0 .04 -.43*
Athletic SE .03 .05 . 1 0 Athletic SE .06 .03 .30
Phy. Appear. SE . 0 0 .06 - . 0 1 Phy. Appear. SE . 0 1 .04 .03
Moral SE . 0 1 .07 .03 Moral SE -.08 .05 -.27
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Table 12
Results of Multiple Regression for Each Domain of Behavior: Study 2
Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .48 .23 .30*
Academic SE -.07 . 2 2 -.05
Athletic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .24 .24 . 1 2
Athletic SE .19 .14 .17
Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE .37 .29 . 2 0
Social SE .29 . 2 0 . 2 2
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE -.05 .32 - . 0 2
Phy. Appear. SE .45 . 2 1 .32*
Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE . 1 1 .18 .07
Moral SE .18 .18 .13
* p  < .05 ** p  < .01
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Table 13
Multiple Regression for Each Domain of Actual and Hypothetical Behavior:
Study 2
Actual
Academic Domain B SEB P
Hypothetical 
Academic Domain B SEB p
Global SE .21 .11 .26 Global SE .09 .09 .14
Academic SE .06 .10 .08 Academic SE -.07 .09 -.12
Athletic Domain B SEB P Athletic Domain B SEB p
Global SE .04 .06 .08 Global SE .09 .08 .15
Athletic SE 11 .05 .32* Athletic SE -.08 .05 -.22
Social Domain B SEB P Social Domain B SEB p
Global SE .04 .09 -.08 Global SE .13 .11 .20
Social SE .18 .06 .45** Social SE .03 .08 .07
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE .07 .11 .12 Global SE -.12 .09 -.21
Phy. Appear. SE .07 .07 .18 Phy. Appear. SE .18 .06 .46*
Moral Domain B SEB P Moral Domain B SEB p
Global SE .12 .07 .23 Global SE -.04 .05 -.12
Moral SE .02 .07 .03 Moral SE -.05 .05 -.16
* p < .  05 < .01
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Table 14
Correlation Matrix: Child Domain-Specific Self-Esteem Scores and Behavior:
Study 3
Variable Academic Athletic Social Moral Phv. Atmear.
Global SE .30 .13 .16 .09 .25
Acad. SE .10 -.06 .07 . 0 2 .06
Ath. SE .09 .07 . 1 2 .26 . 1 2
Social SE .14 - . 0 2 .08 -.27 .18
Moral SE . 1 0 . 0 2 .17 .34* . 1 0
Phy.App. SE .18 .29 .28 -.04 .37*
p  < .05
Note. Bold coefficients are the primary correlations.
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Table 15
Correlation Matrix: Child Domain-Specific Self-Esteem Scores of Actual and
Hypothetical Behavior: Study 3
Actual
Variable Academic Athletic Social Moral Phy. Appear.
Global SE .39* . 0 0 .24 . 0 0 . 2 0
Acad. SE .44** - . 1 1 .25 .04 .15
Ath. SE .23 .07 .14 .13 . 1 0
Social SE 41 ** -.14 .14 _ 4 4 ** .13
Moral SE .25 - . 1 0 .17 .32 .13
Phy.App. SE .47** .14 . 2 0 - . 1 1 .37*
Hypothetical
Variable Academic Athletic Social Moral Phy. Appear.
Global SE .04 .18 -.07 .07 .24
Acad. SE -.36 -.04 -.13 .06 -.09
Ath. SE -.40 . 0 2 -.16 .40* . 0 2
Social SE - . 2 2 .04 .09 . 2 0 . 2 1
Moral SE -.17 . 1 0 - . 1 1 .05 .08
Phy.App. SE - . 2 2 .24 .09 -.06 .34
* p < .  05 * * p < .  01
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Table 16
Correlation Matrix: Intercorrelations between Domain-Specific Self-Esteem
Scores for Study 3
Variable Global Academic Athletic Social Phy. App. Moral
Global .35 .40* 4g** .56** .61**
Academic — .36* .37* .30* 4 5 **
Athletic — .43** .09 . 2 0
Social - - .42** .14
Phy. App. — 4 5 **
Moral.
* p  < .05 ** p  < .01
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Table 17
Results of Multiple Regression for Each Domain: Study 3
Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .19 .13 .09
Academic SE . 0 2 .07 .05
Social SE - . 0 2 .07 -.05
Athletic SE - . 0 1 .06 -.05
Phy. Appear. SE . 0 0 .07 . 0 2
Moral SE -.05 .08 -.17
Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE -.03 . 1 1 -.09
Academic SE - . 0 1 .06 -.03
Social SE - . 0 2 .06 -.08
Athletic SE .03 .05 . 1 1
Phy. Appear. SE .08 .06 .32
Moral SE .03 .06 . 1 2
Athletic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .04 . 1 2 .09
Academic SE -.03 .06 -.09
Social SE -.08 .06 -.27
Athletic SE .05 .06 .16
Phy. Appear. SE . 1 2 .06 .42*
Moral SE -.05 .07 -.18
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE .05 . 1 1 . 1 2
Academic SE - . 0 2 .06 -.06
Social SE - . 0 1 .06 -.04
Athletic SE .03 .06 . 1 0
Phy. Appear. SE . 1 1 .06 .38
Moral SE -.04 .07 -.13
Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE -.05 .14 -.08
Academic SE -.06 .07 -.13
Social SE -.17 .07 -.44*
Athletic SE .17 .07 .42
Phy. Appear. SE . 0 0 .07 . 0 2
Moral SE .17 .08 .40*
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Table 18
Results of Multiple Regression for Actual and Hypothetical Behavior: Study 3
Actual
Academic Domain B SEB P
Hypothetical 
Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .05 .09 . 1 1 Global SE .51 .49 .43
Academic SE .08 .05 .26 Academic SE - . 1 0 .23 -.17
Social SE . 0 0 .05 .14 Social SE .14 .28 .19
Athletic SE . 0 0 .05 . 0 1 Athletic SE -.28 . 2 0 -.49
Phy. Appear. SE .08 .05 .29 Phy. Appear. SE -.23 .23 -.31
Moral SE - . 0 2 .06 -.08 Moral SE -.08 . 2 2 - . 1 1
Social Domain B SEB P Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE .13 .23 .19 Global SE -.06 .14 -.13
Academic SE . 1 1 . 1 2 .23 Academic SE -.04 .08 -.15
Social SE -.04 . 1 2 -.09 Social SE .07 .08 . 2 2
Athletic SE . 0 0 . 1 0 . 0 2 Athletic SE -.04 .07 -.14
Phy. Appear. SE .04 . 1 1 .1 1 Phy. Appear. SE .03 .07 . 1 1
Moral SE -.04 .13 - . 1 0 Moral SE . 0 0 .08 . 0 0
Athletic Domain B SEB P Athletic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .05 .18 .07 Global SE .07 .15 .15
Academic SE - . 0 2 . 1 0 -.05 Academic SE -.04 .08 - . 1 0
Social SE -.16 . 1 0 -.44 Social SE -.04 .08 - . 1 1
Athletic SE .09 .09 . 2 0 Athletic SE . 0 0 .07 . 0 2
Phy. Appear. SE .15 .09 .37 Phy. Appear. SE .08 .08 .24
Moral SE - . 1 1 . 1 0 -.27 Moral SE - . 0 1 .09 -.03
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE . 0 2 .13 .05 Global SE -.03 .25 -.04
Academic SE . 0 2 .06 .07 Academic SE -.17 .13 -.32
Social SE -.03 .07 -.14 Social SE .09 .14 .16
Athletic SE .03 .05 . 1 1 Athletic SE -.03 . 1 1 -.06
Phy. Appear. SE . 1 0 .06 .42 Phy. Appear SE . 2 1 .15 .39
Moral SE -.03 .07 - . 1 1 Moral SE -.03 .07 - . 1 1
Moral Domain B SEB P Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE . 0 2 .2 1 .03 Global SE -.06 .23 -.07
Academic SE - . 0 1 . 1 0 - . 0 1 Academic SE -.16 .13 -.32
Social SE -.30 . 1 1 -.61** Social SE .14 .13 .27
Athletic SE .16 .08 .32 Athletic SE . 2 2 .1 1 .47*
Phy. Appear. SE - . 0 1 .09 -.03 Phy. Appear. SE -.15 .14 .31
Moral SE .16 . 1 1 .32 Moral SE . 1 1 .14 . 2 1
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Table 19
Results of Multiple Regression for Each Domain of Behavior: Study 3
Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .14 .08 .30
Academic SE . 0 0 .06 - . 0 1
Athletic Domain B SEB P
Global SE .05 .08 . 1 2
Athletic SE . 0 0 .05 . 0 2
Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE .06 .08 .16
Social SE . 0 0 .05 . 0 0
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE .03 .08 .06
Phy. Appear. SE . 1 0 .05 .34*
Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE -.13 . 1 2 - . 2 1
Moral SE . 2 0 .08 .48*
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Table 20
Results of Multiple Regression of Actual and Hypothetical Behavior: Study 3 
Actual Hypothetical
Academic Domain B SEB P Academic Domain B SEB P
Global SE . 1 1 .07 .26 Global SE . 2 0 .29 .17
Academic SE . 1 0 .05 .34* Academic SE .25 .14 -.41
Athletic Domain B SEB P Atheltic Domain B SEB P
Global SE -.03 .13 -.04 Global SE . 1 1 .09 . 2 1
Athletic SE .04 .09 .09 Athletic SE . 0 2 .06 -.06
Social Domain B SEB P Social Domain B SEB P
Global SE .16 .15 . 2 2 Global SE .07 . 1 0 -.15
Social SE . 0 2 .09 .04 Social SE .05 .06 .16
Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P Phv. Appear. Domain B SEB P
Global SE . 0 0 .08 . 0 0 Global SE . 0 0 .19 . 0 0
Phy. Appear. SE .09 .05 .37 Phy. Appear. SE .18 .13 .34
Moral Domain B SEB P Moral Domain B SEB P
Global SE -.26 .17 -.31 Global SE .04 .19 06
Moral SE .26 . 1 0 .51* Moral SE . 0 0 .13 . 0 2
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Appendix A
Stressful Situations Questionnaire 
W&M ID ___________
The following statements listed below are scenarios that are representative of 
situations that college students face on a regular basis. If you have experienced 
one of the following situations, describe how you reacted in the situation. If you 
have not experienced a situation, describe how you think you would react in the 
situation.
How did/would you react in the following situations?
1. Failing an exam in a core (required) class:
2. Performing poorly at an athletic activity:
3. The inability to make friends or to maintain social relationships:
4. Having the opportunity to steal an item from a store:
5. Someone laughs at you while you are wearing a swimsuit:
78
6 . Not performing as well (academically) as others in a class:
7. Losing your position on a sports team due to poor performance
8 . Being overtly and purposefully excluded from a peer group:
9. Having the opportunity to cheat on a test:
10. Being ridiculed about specific physical characteristics (e.g., nose, ears, legs, 
etc.):
11. Inability to understand or to complete academic assignments:
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12. Failing to be selected for a sports team:
13. Being ridiculed by a group of peers in front of a large crowd:
14. Having the opportunity to tell a lie to stay out of trouble:
15. Someone criticizing the way you physically look:
16. Rejection from an honors program or class due to your academic performance:
17. Performing poorly on an activity that requires physical skill:
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18. Feeling awkward or uncomfortable in a social situation:
19. Having the opportunity to participate in behavior that you consider to be 
immoral:
20. Overhearing an individual making a negative comment about your height or 
weight:
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Appendix B 
Stressful Situations Questionnaire-Revised 
W&M ID ___________
The following statements listed below are scenarios that are representative of 
situations that college students face on a regular basis. If you have experienced 
one of the following situations in the last 5 years, describe how you reacted in 
the situation. If you have not experienced a situation, describe how you think you 
would react in the situation. For each scenario, indicate whether you have 
experienced the situation or not by circling “actual” (if you have) or 
“hypothetical” (if you have not).
How did/would you react in the following situations?
1. Failing an exam in a core (required) class: 
actual hypothetical
2. Performing poorly at an athletic activity: 
actual hypothetical
3. The inability to make friends or to maintain social relationships: 
actual hypothetical
4. Having the opportunity to steal an item from a store: 
actual hypothetical
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5. Someone laughs at you while you are wearing a swimsuit: 
actual hypothetical
6 . Not performing as well (academically) as others in a class: 
actual hypothetical
7. Losing your position on a sports team due to poor performance 
actual hypothetical
8 . Being overtly and purposefully excluded from a peer group: 
actual hypothetical
9. Having the opportunity to cheat on a test: 
actual hypothetical
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10. Being ridiculed about specific physical characteristics (e.g., nose, ears, legs, 
etc.):
actual hypothetical
11. Inability to understand or to complete academic assignments: 
actual hypothetical
12. Failing to be selected for a sports team: 
actual hypothetical
13. Being ridiculed by a group of peers in front of a large crowd: 
actual hypothetical
14. Having the opportunity to tell a lie to stay out of trouble: 
actual hypothetical
15. Someone criticizing the way you physically look: 
actual hypothetical
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16. Rejection from an honors program or class due to your academic performance: 
actual hypothetical
17. Performing poorly on an activity that requires physical skill: 
actual hypothetical
18. Feeling awkward or uncomfortable in a social situation: 
actual hypothetical
19. Having the opportunity to participate in behavior that you consider to be 
immoral:
actual hypothetical
20. Overhearing an individual making a negative comment about your height or 
weight:
actual hypothetical
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Appendix C
SSQ-Children
Below are 20 situations that we think children experience. For each question, read 
the statement while the experimenter reads the question out loud. First decide if 
this situation has happened to you. If it has, put a check in the box. If you have 
not experienced this situation, leave the box the way it is. Then read the four 
choices and decide how you reacted in the situation or how you think you would 
react in the situation. When you decide which choice you want to select, circle the 
letter that is beside the choice you picked.
I I 1. What would you do if your homework assignment was too hard?
a. complete the part of the assignment that you know how to do
b. feel bad about yourself because you can’t complete the assignment
c. ask someone to help you on your assignment
d. give up on your homework and feel bad about yourself
I I 2. What would you do if no one wanted to be your friend?
a. not worry about it, and do things by yourself
b. feel bad and think that you are a bad person
c. find other kids to be your friends
d. feel bad and do something bad to the other kids
I I 3. What would you do if someone beat you in a sport?
a. feel bad and make an excuse about why you lost
b. feel bad because you lost
c. accept defeat knowing you did your best
d. accept defeat and practice to get better at the sport
I I 4. What would you do if someone made fun of a physical characteristic (hair, 
eyes, ears)?
a. tell them to leave you alone or go tell an adult
b. feel bad and try to hurt their feelings
c. laugh it off and not let it bother you
d. feel bad
I I 5. What would you do if a lot of other kids were doing things that you thought 
were wrong?
a. stay away from that group of kids
b. laugh and enjoy what the other kids are doing
c. join in and act like the other kids
d. stay away, tell the teacher, or work on an activity
I | 6 . What would you do if everyone finished their schoolwork in time except 
you?
a. practice and/or talk to the teacher about how to work faster
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b. accept that you are a slow worker and there is nothing you can do
c. decide that you will work faster next time
d. tell the teacher the work is too hard and too long
I I 7. What would you do if another kid was making fun of you?
a. go tell an adult or ask the kid to stop
b. hit or push the kid back, tell him to shut up
c. let the kid make fun of you, because there is nothing you can do
d. ignore the kid and continue what you were doing
I I 8. What would you do if you were picked last for an athletic activity?
a. feel okay and accept that you are not an athletic person
b. practice to get better at the sport
c. feel bad and decide not to participate
d. feel bad
I I 9. What would you do if you were asked to sit quietly while your teacher was 
out of the room?
a. talk and not care if the teacher is coming
b. want to talk but scared teacher will come back soon
c. sit quietly until the teacher returns
d. sit quietly and work on an activity or assignment
□  10. What would you do if you are at a dance and someone did not want to
dance with you?
a. feel sad
b. feel okay and ask someone else
c. feel okay but don’t ask anyone else to dance
d. feel sad and leave the dance
□  11. What would you do if you did not get picked for your school’s team?
a. feel bad about yourself
b. stay positive, practice, and try again next year
c. feel good about yourself, because you tried your best
d. feel bad and give up on sport
□  12. What would you do if you had the chance to tell a lie to stay out of trouble?
a. tell the truth because lying is wrong
b. lie, but feel bad about lying
c. tell the truth and accept your punishment
d. lie and feel good that you stayed out of trouble
□  13. What would you do if you forget things that you learned in school today?
a. feel that you are not smart and do not go back over the material
b. not worry too much about it and think you will remember next time
c. feel that you are not smart
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d. ask the teacher for the information again and/or go back and read the 
material again
□  14. What would you do if someone made fun of your height and weight?
a. laugh it off and not let it bother you
b. tell them stop or go get an adult
c. feel bad and try to hurt their feelings
d. feel bad and maybe cry
CD 15. What would you do if a group of kids was ignoring you on purpose?
a. feel bad and play by yourself
b. not let it bother you and play by yourself
c. find another group of kids to play with
d. feel bad and withdraw from the group
□  16. What would you do if you got in trouble for misbehaving at school?
a. obey the teacher and be good for the rest of the day
b. ignore the teacher
c. obey the teacher
d. ignore the teacher and continue to misbehave
□  17. What would you do if you had the chance to win the game for your team?
a. feel confident/happy and try your best
b. ask someone who you think is better to try to win the game
c. feel sad and bad about yourself
d. not feel happy or confident and go sit down and not play
□  18. What would you do if you had to draw yourself?
a. feel happy and draw yourself as accurately as you can
b. not really care and draw yourself
c. feel sad or embarrassed because you don’t want to draw yourself
d. feel sad or embarrassed and hide picture or fix yourself in the picture
□  19. What would you do if you approached someone and they told you to go
away?
a. not let it bother you and go play with someone else
b. ask the person why they don’t like you
c. feel bad and maybe walk away
d. feel bad and make fun of the person
I | 20. What would you do if you did not do well on a test?
a. feel bad and decide that the test was too hard for you
b. try harder for the next test
c. look at the questions you got wrong, and study hard for the next test
d. feel bad about yourself and maybe get sad
88
References
Anthony, E. J. (1974). Introduction: The syndrome of the psychologically
vulnerable child. In E. J. Anthony & C. Koupemik (Eds.), The child in his 
family: Children at Psychiatric Risk (Vol. 3, pp. 3-10). New York: Wiley.
Bachman, J.G. (1970). Youth in transition. Vol. 2. The impact o f family
background and intelligence on tenth-grade boys. Ann Arbor, MI:
Institute for Social Research.
Baldwin, A. L., Baldwin, C. P., Kasser, T., Zax, M., Sameroff, A., & Seifer, R. 
(1993). Contextual risk and resiliency during late adolescence. 
Development and Psychology, 5, 741-761.
Block, J. (1969). Parents of schizophrenic, neurotic, asthmatic, and congenitally 
ill children. Archives o f General Psychiatry, 20, 659-674.
Bracken, B. A. (1996). Handbook o f  self-concept: Developmental, social, and 
clinical considerations. New York: John Wiley and Sons
Brody, G.H., McBride, M., Kim, S., & Brown, A.C. (2002). Longitudinal
pathways to competence and psychological adjustment among African- 
American children living in rural single-parent households. Child 
Development, 73, 1505-1516.
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1977). Toward an experimental ecology of human 
development. American Psychologist, 32, 537-549.
Cialdini, R.B., & Richardson K.D. (1980). Two indirect tactics of image
management: Basking and blasting. Journal o f  Personality and Social 
Psychology, 39, 406-415.
89
Cialdini, R.B., Border, R.J., Thome, A., Walker, M.R., Freeman, S., & Sloan, L.R. 
(1999). Basking in reflected glory: Three (football) field studies. In R.F. 
Baumeister (Ed.) The self in social psychology. Key readings in social 
psychology (pp. 436-445).
Cicchetti, D., & Garmezy, N. (1993). Prospects and promises in the study of 
resilience. Development and Psychopathology, 5, 497-502.
Cicchetti, D., & Lynch, M. (1993). Toward and ecological/transactional model of 
community violence and child maltreatment: Consequences for children’s 
development. Psychiatry, 56, 96-118.
Cicchetti, D., & Schneider-Rosen, K. (1986). An organizational approach to 
childhood depression. In M. Rutter, C. Izard, & P. Read (Eds.),
Depression in young people, clinical and developmental perspectives (pp. 
71-134). New York: Guilford.
Cicchetti, D., & Rogosch, F. A. (1997). The role o f self-organization in the 
promotion of resilience in maltreated children. Development and 
Psychopathology, 9, 799-817.
Cicchetti, D., & Tucker, D. (1994). Development and self-regulatory stmctures of 
the mind. Development and Psychopathology, 6, 533-549.
Cokley, K.O. (2002). Ethnicity, gender, and academic self-concept: A preliminary 
examination of academic disidentification and implications for 
psychologists. Cultural Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology, 6, 378- 
388.
Colarossi, L.G., & Eccles, J.S. (2000). A prospective study of adolescents’ peer
90
support: Gender differences and the influence of parental relationships. 
Journal o f  Youth and Adolescence, 29, 661-678.
Coopersmith, S. (1967). The antecedents of self-esteem. New York: W.H. 
Freeman.
Cowen, E. L., Wyman, P. A., Work, W. C., Kim, J. Y., Fagen, D. B., & Magnus, 
K. B. (1997). Follow-up study of young stress-affected & stress-resilient 
urban children. Development and Psychopathology, 9, 564-577.
Crittenden, P. M. (1985). Social networks, quality of child rearing, and child 
development. Child Development, 56, 1299-1313.
Crocker, J. (2002). The costs of seeking self-esteem. Journal o f Social Issues, 58, 
597-615.
Foster, J. D., Campbell, K. W., & Twenge, J. M. (2003). Individual differences in 
narcissism: Inflated self-views across the lifespan and around the world. 
Journal o f  Research in Personality, 37, 469-486.
Garmezy, N. (1971). Vulnerability research and the issue of primary prevention.
Amercian. Journal o f Orthopsychiatry, 41, 101-116.
Garmezy, N. (1985). The NIMH-Israeli high-risk study: Commendation, 
comments, and cautions. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 11, 349-353.
Garmezy, N. (1991). Resilience in children’s adaptation to negative life events 
and stressed environments. Pediatrics, 20, 459-466.
Garmezy, N. (1995). Development and adaptation: The contributions of the
MacArthur Foundation and William Bevan. In F. Kessel (Ed.), Psychology, 
science, and human affairs: Essays in honor o f  William Bevan (pp. 109-
124). Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Graziano, W.G., Jensen-Campbell, L.A., & Finch, J.F. (1997). The self as a
mediator between personality and adjustment. Journal o f  Personality and 
Social Psychology, 73, 392-404.
Guilford, J. P. (1985). A sixty-year perspective on psychological measurment. 
Applied Psychological Measurement, 9, 341-349.
Harter, S. (1982). The Perceived Competence Scale for Children. Child 
Development, 53, 87-97.
Harter, S. (1985). Competence as a dimension of self-evaluation: toward a
comprehensive model of self-worth. In R.L. Healy (Ed.) The Development 
o f the Self (pp. 55-121). Orlando, FL: Academic Press.
Harter, S., Waters, P., & Whitesell, N. R. (1998). Relational self-worth:
Differences in perceived worth as a person across interpersonal contexts 
among adolescents. Child Development, 69, 756-766.
James, W. (1890). Principles o f  Psychology, New York: Viking Press.
Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Ellis, B. J. (2001). Evolutionary perspectives on self- 
evaluation and self-esteem. In G. Fletcher & M. Clark (Eds.), The 
Blackwell handbook o f  social psychology: Vol. 2: Interpersonal processes 
(pp. 411-436). Oxford, England: Blackwell.
Kirkpatrick, L. A., Waugh, C. E., Valencia, A., & Webster, G. D. (2002). The
functional domain-specificity of self-esteem and the differential prediction 
of aggression. Journal o f Personality, and Social Psychology, 82, 756-767.
Kohlberg, L., & Hersh, R. H. (1977). Moral development: A review of the theory.
92
Theory Into Practice, 16, 53-59.
Leary, M. R., & Baumeister, R. F. (2001). The nature and function of self-esteem: 
Sociometer theory. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social 
psychology. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
Luthar, S. S. (1999). Poverty and children's adjustment. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Luthar, S. S., & Schuman, N. E. (2000). Relational psychotherapy Mothers’
Group: A developmentally informed intervention for at-risk mothers. 
Development and Psychopathology, 12, 235-253.
Luthar, S. S., Cicchetti, D., & Becker, B. (2000). The construct of resilience: A 
critical evaluation and guidelines for future work. Child Development, 71, 
543-562.
Major, B., Sciacchitano, A. M., & Crocker, J. (1993). In-group versus out-group 
comparisons and self-esteem. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
19, 711-721.
Marsh, H. W., (1988). Self-Description Questionnaire: A theoretical and 
empirical basis for the measurement o f  multiple dimensions o f  
preadolescent self-concept: A test manual and a research monograph. San 
Antonio, TX: Psychological Corporations.
Marsh, H. W., Craven, R. G., & Debus, R. (1991). Self-concepts of young
children 5 to 8  years of age: Measurement and Multidimensional Structure. 
Journal o f  Educational Psychology, 83, 377-392.
Marsh, H. W., & MacDonald-Holmes, I. W. (1990). Multidimensional self-
93
concepts: A long-term follow-up of the effect of participation in an 
Outward Bound program. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 12, 
475-492.
Masten, A. S. (1994). Resilience in individual development: Successful
adaptation despite risk and adversity. In M. C. Wang & E. W. Gordon 
(Eds.), Educational resilience in inner-city America: Challenges and 
prospects (pp. 3-25). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Masten, A. S., Garmezy, N., Tellegen, A., Pellegrini, D. S., Larkin, K., & Larsen, 
(1988). Competence and stress in school children: The moderating 
effects of individual and family qualities. Journal for Child Psychiatry 
and Psychology, 28, 745-764.
Masten, A. S., Coatsworth, J. D., Neemann, J., Gest, S., Tellegen, A., & Garmezy, 
N. (1995). The structure and coherence of competence from childhood 
through adolescence. Child Development, 66, 1635-1659.
Masten, A. S., Hubbard, J. J., Gest, S. D., Tellegen, A., Garmezy, N., & Ramirez, 
M. (1999). Adaptation in the context of adversity: Pathways to resilience 
and maladptation from childhood to late adolescence. Development and 
Psychopathology, 11, 143-169.
Masten, A., & Coatsworth, J. D. (1995). Competence, resilience, and
psychopathology. In D. Cicchetti & D. Cohen (Eds.), Developmental 
Psychopathology: Vol. 2. Risk disorder and adaptation (pp. 715-752).
New York: Wiley.
Masten, A., & Coatsworth, J. D. (1998). The development of competence in
94
favorable and unfavorable environments: Lessons from research on 
successful children. American Psychologist, 53, 205-220.
Neeman, J., & Harter, S. (1986). Self-Perception Profile for College Students.
Unpublished Manual, University of Denver.
Nyamathi, A., Keenan, C., & Bayley, L. (1998). Differences in personal,
cognitive, psychological, and social factors associated with drug and 
alcohol use and nonuse in homeless women. Research in Nursing & 
Health, 21, 525-532.
O’Daugherty-Wright, M., Masten, A. S., Northwood, A., & Hubbard, J. J. (1997). 
Long-term effects of massive trauma: Developmental and 
psychobiological perspectives. In D. Cicchetti & S. L. Toth (Eds.), 
Rochester Symposium on Developmental Psychopathology: Vol. 8. 
Developmental perspectives on trauma (pp. 181-225). Rochester, NY: 
University of Rochester Press.
Ohannessian, C.M., Lerner, R.M., Lerner, J.V., Eye, A. (1999). Does self­
competence predict gender differences in adolescent depression and 
anxiety? Journal o f  Adolescence, 22, 397-411.
Pilkington, C. J., & Smith, K. A. (2000). Self-evaluation maintenance in a larger 
social context. British Journal o f  Social Psychology, 39, 213-227. 
Rhodewalt, F., & Morf, C. C. (1995). Self and interpersonal correlates of the
narcissistic personality inventory. Journal o f  Research in Personality, 29, 
1-23.
Richters, J. E., & Martinez, P. E. (1993). Violent communities, family choices,
95
and children’s chances: An algorithm for improving the odds. 
Development and Psychopathology, 5, 609-627.
Robins, R. W., Tracy, J. L., Trzesniewski, K., Potter, J., & Gosling, S. D. (2002). 
Personality correlates of self-esteem. Journal o f  Research in Personality, 
55, 463-482.
Rosenberg, M., Schooler, C., Schoenbach, C., & Rosenberg, F. (1995) Global 
self-esteem and specific self-esteem: Different concepts, different 
outcomes. American Psychological Review, 60, 141-156.
Rosenberg, M., Schooler, C., & Schoenbach, C. (1989). Self-esteem and
adolescent problems: modeling reciprocal effects. American Psychological 
Review, 54, 1004-1018.
Rutter, M. (1979). Protective factors in children’s responses to stress and
disadvantage. In M. W. Kent & J. E. Rolf (Eds.), Primary prevention in 
psychopathology: Social competence in children (Vol. 8 , pp. 49-74). 
Hanover, NH: University Press of New England.
Rutter, M. (1983). Statistical and personal interactions, facets, and perspectives.
In D. Magnusson & V. Allen (Eds.), Human development: an 
interactional perspective (pp. 295-319). New York: Academic Press. 
Sameroff, A. (1975). Transactional models in early social relations. Human 
Development, 18, 65-79.
Shavelson, R. J., & Bolus, R. (1982). Self concept: The interplay of theory and 
methods. Journal o f  Educational Psychology, 74, 3-17.
Shavelson, R. J., Hubner, J. J., & Stanton, G. C. (1976). Validation of construct
96
interpretations. Review o f  Educational Research, 46, 407-441.
Shrauger, S.J. (1972). Self-esteem and reactions to being observed by others.
Journal o f  Personality and Social Psychology, 23, 193-200.
Smith, J. & Prior, M. (1994). Temperament and stress resilience in school-age 
children: A within-families study. Journal o f  the American Academy o f  
Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 34, 168-179.
Sperling, M. B., & Borgaro, S. (1996). Attachment anxiety and reciprocity as
moderators of interpersonal attraction. Psychological Reports, 76, 323-335. 
Tschann, J. M., Kaiser, P., Chesney, M. A., Alkon, A., & Boyce, W. T. (1995). 
Resilience and vulnerability among preschool children: Family 
functioning, temperament, and behavior problem. Journal o f the American 
Academy o f  Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 35, 184-192.
Tesser, A. (1988). Toward a self-evaluation maintenance model of social behavior. 
In L. Berkowitz (Ed.) Advances in experimental social psychology, Vol. 21: 
Social psychological studies o f the self: Perspectives and programs (pp. 
181-227).
Tesser, A. & Campbell, J. (1982). A self-evaluation maintenance approach to 
school behavior. Educational Psychologist, 17, 1-12.
Twenge, J. M., & Crocker, J. (2002). Race and self-esteem: Meta-analysis
comparing Whites, Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, and American Indians and 
Comment on Gray-Little and Hafdahl (2000). Psychological Bulletin, 128, 
371-408.
Wallis, D. & Nisbet, A. (2002). Depression, anxiety, and self-esteem: A clinical
field study. Behaviour Change, 19, 112-120.
Watson, P.J. & Biderman, M. D. (1993). Narcissistic Personality Inventory 
factors, splitting, and self-consciousness. Journal o f  Personality 
Assessment, 61, 41-57
Watson, P.J., Hickman, S. E., & Morris, R. J. (1996). Self-reported narcissism and 
shame: Testing the defensive self-esteem and continuum hypothesis. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 21, 253-259.
Wells, R. D., & Schwebel, A. I. (1987). Chronically ill children and their mothers: 
Predictors of resilience and vulnerability to hospitalization and surgical 
stress. Journal o f  Developmental and Behavioral Pediatrics, 18, 83-89.
Werner, E. E., Bierman, J. M., & French, F. E. (1971). The children o f Kauai 
Honolulu: Hawaii, University of Hawaii Press.
Werner, E. E., & Smith, R.S. (1982). Vulnerable but invincible: A study o f  
resilient children. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Werner, E. E., & Smith, R. S. (Eds.) (1992). Overcoming the odds: High risk 
children from birth to adulthood. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Willis, T.A. (1981). Downward comparison principles in social psychology. 
Psychological Bulletin, 90, 245-271.
Wylie, R. C. (1979). The self-concept Vol. 2. Theory and research on selected 
topics. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1979.
Zigler, E., & Glick, M. (1986). A developmental approach to adult 
psychopathology. New York: Wiley.
98
VITA 
Salmaan F. Toor
The author was bom in Lahore, Pakistan, June 6 , 1979. He graduated from 
Houston High School in Germantown, TN, June 1997. He received his B.A. in 
psychology from the University of Tennessee-Knoxville in Knoxville, TN, 
December, 2000.
In August 2002, the author entered the College of William and Mary as a 
graduate student in the department of psychology.
